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INTRODUCTORY. 


The  last  phase  of  the  long-continued  crusade  against  the 
clergy  and  congregation  of  St.  Clement’s  Church,  in  the 
city  of  Philadelphia,  will  he  found  in  the  following  pages. 
It  assumed  the  form  of  a  prosecution  of  the  Bev.  Oliver  S. 
Prescott,  rector  of  St.  Clement’s,  under  the  addition  made 
by  the  General  Convention  of  1874  to  the  Canon  22  of  Title 
I., entitled,  “Of  the  Use  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,” 
which  addition  is  as  follows  : 

1.  If  any  Bishop  have  reason  to  believe,  or  if  complaint 
be  made  to  him  in  writing  by  two  or  more  of  his  presbyters, 
that  within  his  jurisdiction  ceremonies  or  practices  not 
ordained  or  authorized  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and 
setting  forth  or  symbolizing  erroneous  or  doubtful  doctrines, 
have  been  introduced  by  any  minister  during  the  celebration 
of  the  Holy  Communion — such  as: 

(a)  The  Elevation  of  the  Elements  of  the  Holy  Com¬ 
munion  in  such  manner  as  to  expose  them  to  the  view  of 
the  people  as  objects  towards  which  adoration  is  to  be  made; 

( b )  Any  act  of  adoration  of  or  towards  the  Elements  in 
the  Holy  Communion,  such  as  bowings,  prostrations,  or 
genuflections ;  and 

(c)  All  other  like  acts  not  authorized  or  allowed  by  the 
rubrics  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer; — 
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It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Bishop  to  summon  the 
standing  committee  as  his  council  of  advice,  and  with  them 
to  investigate  the  matter. 

2.  If,  after  investigation,  it  shall  appear  to  the  Bishop 
and  standing  committee  that  ceremonies  or  practices  not 
ordained  or  authorized  as  aforesaid,  and  setting  forth  or 
svmbolizing  erroneous  or  doubtful  doctrines,  have  in  fact 
been  introduced  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
Bishop,  by  instrument  of  writing  under  his  hand,  to  admon¬ 
ish  the  minister  so  offending  to  discontinue  such  practices 
or  ceremonies ;  and  if  the  minister  shall  disregard  such 
admonition,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  standing  committee 
to  cause  him  to  be  tried  for  a  breach  of  his  ordination  vow, 
provided  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  prevent  the 
presentment,  trial  and  punishment  of  any  minister  under 
the  provisions  of  section  1  of  Canon  2  of  title  II  of  the 
Digest. 

The  presentment  of  charges  against  the  rector  of  St. 
Clement’s  was  made  by  the  Bishop  to  the  standing  commit¬ 
tee,  as  will  be  seen  by  his  letter  of  June  2,  1879,  containing 
them.  The  Bishop,  who  thus  accused  the  rector,  was  also 
one  of  his  triers  upon  the  same  accusation.  The  members 
of  the  standing  committee,  who  were  the  other  triers,  had, 
with  but  one  exception,  previously  pronounced  their  opin¬ 
ion,  bv  their  recorded  vote  in  the  Diocesan  Convention  of 
1879,  that  the  practices  and  usages  referred  to  had  been 
ascertained  to  be  followed  at  St.  Clement’s,  and  that  they 
are,  especially  those  in  connection  with  the  Holy  Commun¬ 
ion,  in  entire  contrariety  to  those  of  the  Protestant  Episco¬ 
pal  Church  in  this  diocese  and  in  the  United  States.  The 
report  of  the  committee,  the  resolutions  accompanying  it, 
and  the  votes  upon  the  resolutions,  by  aye  and  nay,  will  be 
found  in  the  journal  of  the  convention  of  1879. 

In  view  of  this  condition  of  the  affair,  the  rector 
respectfully  obeyed  the  summons  of  the  Bishop  to  appear 
before  this  tribunal,  and  there  protested  against  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  his  triers,  offered  an  explanatory  statement,  and 
left  his  counsel  to  speak  for  him.  With  these  exceptions, 


the  tribunal,  constituted  as  already  mentioned,  had  it  all  to 
themselves. 

The  provision's  of  the  Canon  22  are  directed  against  “cere¬ 
monies  or  practices  not  ordained  or  authorized  in  the  Book 
of  Common  Prayer,  and  symbolizing  erroneous  or  doubtful 
doctrines,”  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion. 
It  will  be  obvious  to  most  persons  that  before  a  doctrine 
can  be  ascertained  to  be  either  erroneous  or  doubtful,  the 
doctrine  itself  must  be  made  known,  in  order  that  it  may 
be  tested  by  some  lawful  standard.  It  is  noticeable,  however, 
that  the  Bishop  and  standing  committee  have  failed  to  point 
out  anv  doctrine,  erroneous  or  even  doubtful  in  their  estima- 
tion,  as  being  set  forth  or  symbolized  by  the  rector  of  St. 
Clement’s.  The  conveniently  general  and  ambiguous 
language  used  in  all  their  documents  is,  “  setting  forth  or 
symbolizing  erroneous  or  doubtful  doctrine,”  without 
attempting  to  specify  any  doctrine  as  being  thus  set  forth 
or  symbolized. 

Most  of  the  charges  being  such  as  are  not  within  the 
provisions  of  the  canon,  the  statements  of  the  witnesses 
concerning  them  were  allowed  to  pass  with  little  or  no 
cross-examination. 
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Diocese  of  Pennsylvania,  1 
Episcopal  Dooms,  708  Walnut  Street,  > 
Philadelphia,  June  2,  1879.  J 

Reverend  and  Dear  Sir  : — 

In  accordance  with  the  resolution  passed  by  the  last 
Diocesan  Convention,  to  wit :  “  That  the  report  now  sub¬ 
mitted  he  referred  to  the  Bishop  and  standing  committee  to 
take  such  action  thereon  under  existing  legislation,  as  they 
may  think  requisite  and  proper,  in  view  of  the  facts  set  forth 
therein,’’  the  standing  committee  and  the  Bishop  have 
met  and  considered  the  same.  At  this  meeting  I  laid  before 
the  standing  committee  the  following  statement: 

June  2,  1879. 

Gentlemen  : — I  have  reason  to  believe  that  in  St. 
Clement’s  in  this  Diocese,  of  which  parish  the  Rev.  0.  S. 
Prescott  is  rector,  ceremonies  and  practices  not  ordained 
or  authorized  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  setting 
forth  or  symbolizing  erroneous  or  doubtful  doctrine,  have^. 
been  and  now  are  in  use  in  said  St.  Clement’s  Church  dur¬ 
ing  the  celebration  of  the  Holv  Communion  : — 

Viz. :  Genuflections,  prostrations,  bowings  to  or  before 
the  Lord’s  Table  by  the  clergy  and  choristers. 

The  use  of  candles  and  light  in  the  chancel,  beyond 
what  are  needed  for  the  purposes  of  giving  light. 

The  wearing  of  various  kinds  of  vestments  and  orna- 
ments  by  the  clergy  other  than  the  usual  and  recognized 
vestments  which  have  been  worn  by  the  clergy  of  this  Dio¬ 
cese  from  the  beginning. 

The  elevation  of  the  bread  and  wine  during  or  after  the 
consecration  so  as  to  expose  them  to  the  view  of  the  people, 
as  objects  towards  which  adoration  is  to  be  made. 

The  employment  of  acolytes  or  “servers”  in  the  cele¬ 
bration  of  the  Holy  Communion. 
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The  celebration  of  the  Holv  Communion  at  times  and 
under  circumstances  when  the  members  of  the  congregation 
are  neither  invited  nor  expected  to  partake. 

Prayers,  sentences,  hymns  and  rites  in  the  celebration 
of  the  Holy  Communion,  which  are  not  authorized  by  our 
Book  of  Common  Praver;  and  also  the  omission  of  what  is 

KJ  ' 

prescribed,  as,  for  example,  the  exhortation  to  those  “  Who 
mind  to  come,'’  and  to  those  who  come  to  the  Holy  Com- 
munion. 

I  ask,  therefore,  that  you  will,  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  Canon  22,  Title  I.,  of  the  Digest,  investigate 
the  same  with  me,  and  for  that  purpose  appoint  a  time  and 
place  where  the  Rector  of  St.  Clement's  can  be  notified  to 
he  present  and  make  his  defense. 

Very  respectfully,  yours, 

WILLIAM  BACON  STEVENS, 

Bishop . 

To  the  Standing  Committee ,  Diocese  of  Pennsylvania. 

The  standing  committee  having  voted  to  investigate 
this  matter  with  me,  I  therefore  notify  you  that  we  shall 
meet  at  this  office  on  Monday,  the  ninth  day  of  June,  1879, 
at  11  A.  M.,  for  the  purpose  of  making  such  investigation, 
when  an  opportunity  will  be  given  you  to  be  heard  in  your 
defense. 

I  beg  to  state  that  an  earlier  investigation  would  have 
been  made,  hut  for  the  fact  that  I  was  approached  just  after 
the  Convention  by  Mr.  Drayton,  in  behalf,  as  I  understood, 
of  vourself  and  Mr.  Flanders,  in  reference  to  some  arrange- 
ment  for  settling  this  matter. 

Having  waited  now  two  weeks,  and  hearing  nothing 
further  from  the  gentleman  named,  I  have  deemed  it  advis¬ 
able  to  proceed  with  the  investigation,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  canon. 

Very  truly  yours, 

WM.  BACON  STEVENS. 


Rev.  0.  S.  Prescott. 
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Philadelphia,  Tuesday,  January  20,  1880,  7:30  P.  M. 

INVESTIGATION  INTO  THE  PRACTICES  AND 
USAGES  OF  ST.  CLEMENT'S  CHURCH. 

DR.  CHARLES  R.  KING  was  examined  by  Mr. 
McMurtrie,  as  follows  : 

Question. — You  are  a  member  of  the  Protestant  Episco¬ 
pal  Church  in  this  diocese? 

Answer. — I  am  ;  before  I  make  answer  to  any  questions, 
however,  I  will  say  here,  that  this  body  not  having  the 
authority  to  administer  an  oath,  I  consider  myself  as  stand¬ 
ing  here  in  the  presence  of  almighty  God,  and  I  will  answer 
under  that  understanding. 

Q.  Have  you  attended  at  the  celebration  of  the  Com¬ 
munion  at  St.  Clement’s  Church,  and  if  so,  on  what  occa 
sion  ? 

A.  I  was  present  at  the  celebration  of  the  Communion 
there  on  Whit  Sunday  of  1878,  at  quarter  before  eleven 
o’clock. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Doctor  Prescott  there  ? 

A.  I  did. 

Q.  Was  he  assisting  in  the  celebration? 

A.  He  did  assist  in  the  celebration. 

Q.  State  what  you  saw  with  reference  to  the  elevation 
of  the  elements,  and  if  so,  what  occurred  at  the  time  of  such 
elevation  ? 

A.  I  would  state,  beginning  at  that  point,  that  the 
Rev.  Mr.  Longridge  was  the  officiating  clergyman,  and  as 
far  as  I  could  see,  the  consecration  of  the  elements  was 
made  by  him  in  the  usual  way,  excepting  that  he  was  stand¬ 
ing  in  the  middle  of  the  table  with  his  back  to  the  congre- 
gation ;  he  had  a  large  coat  upon  his  back;  I  suppose  they 
called  it  a  coat ;  it  was  a  red  garment  with  gold  stripes  in 
the  back ;  he  was  standing  with  his  back  to  the  congrega¬ 
tion,  and  it  spread  over  a  considerable  distance;  I  cannot 
say  that  I  saw  him  do  any  act  so  far  as  the  consecration  of 


the  elements  was  concerned,  except  that  I  saw  him  raise  the 
paten  above  his  head,  and  also  the  cup  above  his  head ;  at 
that  time  the  Eev.  Mr.  Prescott  was  sitting  on  the  right 
hand,  as  I  face  the  chancel,  in  a  chair,  or  sitting  by  himself ; 
whether  at  the  time  he  was  kneeling  or  sitting,  I  can’t  say  ; 
after  the  consecration  of  the  elements,  and  after  sufficient 
time  had  elapsed,  as  it  seemed  to  me,  for  the  officiating 
clergyman  to  partake  of  them,  the  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott 
went  up  from  his  seat  with  a  genuflection,  bowing  as  he 
went  up  to  the  altar,  as  they  call  it,  or  as  it  is  called,  and 
took -from  Mr.  Longridge  two  cups;  upon  receiving  them, 
Mr.  Longridge  and  himself  immediately  turned  around  and 
faced  all  the  congregation ;  Mr.  Longridge  holding  in 
his  hand,  as  I  supposed,  the  paten  with  something  upon  it 
which  looked  to  me  like  a  piece  of  bread — square,  as  I 
thought;  it  struck  me  in  that  way;  Mr.  Prescott  held  the 
cup  in  his  hands ;  both  of  them  facing  the  congregation  ; 
they  remained  standing  there,  I  suppose,  possibly  a  minute, 
more  likely  a  half  minute ;  they  immediately  then  turned  their 
backs  upon  the  congregation,  again  to  the  altar ;  Mr.  Pres¬ 
cott  replaced  the  cups  either  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Longridge, 
or  on  the  table,  and  I  cannot  say  positively  which,  and 
retired  to  his  seat;  those  are  the  facts  that  I  saw  at  the 
celebration  of  the  Communion,  so  far  as  the  two  officiating 
clergymen  were  concerned. 

Q.  Was  the  Communion  service  said  at  that  time? 

A.  I  could  not  hear  a  word  ;  it  may  have  been  said,  but 
I  couldn’t  hear  it;  the  music  was  going  on  all  the  time,  a 
gentle  strain  of  music,  but  I  can’t  say  that  I  heard  a  word. 

Q.  At  the  time  of  this  elevation,  or  raising  up  of  the 
paten  and  the  cup,  were  any  acts  done  by  anybody  in  the 
choir,  or  by  the  congregation  ? 

A.  There  were  five  boys  in  short  surplices;  they  were 
kneeling  during  the  whole  time  of  the  consecration  of  the 
elements,  and  when  the  cup  was  raised  above  the  head  of 
Mr.  Longridge,  they  prostrated  themselves  on  the  platform 
in  front  of  them;  the  choir,  at  which  I  think  the  Rev. 
Mr.  Mortimer  was  at  the  head,  prostrated  themselves  as  well 
as  they  could  in  pews  ;  on  each  side  of  me  there  was  a  lady  ; 
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they  prostrated  themselves  as  much  as  they  could  in  the 
pews;  they  were  kneeling  in  the  pews,  and  at  that  moment 
they  prostrated  themselves ;  went  as  much  lower  as  they 
could ;  I  cannot  speak  of  the  rest  of  the  congregation,  I  did 
not  see  anything  that  went  on,  except  in  the  direct  line  of 
vision  ;  I  did  not  see  all  that  I  am  told  I  might  have  seen , 
I  merely  state  what  I  did  see. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  You  stated  something  about  when  the  cup  raised 
above  Mr.  Longridge’s  head,  did  you  not  mean  above  Mr. 
Prescott’s  head  ? 

A.  Mr.  Longridge  had  the  cup  at  that  time,  when  he 
consecrated  the  elements. 

Q.  When  Mr.  Prescott  raised  the  cup,  how  high  did  he 
raise  it  ? 

A.  I  can’t  say  that  he  raised  it  any  more  than  to  the 
level  of  his  chest;  I  should  suppose  about  that;  not  more 
than  that;  I  do  not  remember  that  there  was  anything 
special  at  the  moment  of  raising  the  cup  which  would  have 
called  my  attention  to  it. 

Q.  Did  any  other  communicants  come  forward  at  that 
time  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  anybody  come  while  you  were  in  the  church  ? 

A.  Yobody  communed  while  I  was  there,  except  the 
Rev.  Mr.  Longridge,  if  he  did ;  I  could  not  say  that  he  did. 

Q.  No  one  came  forward  at  all  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  no  one  offered  to  come  forward. 

Q.  Mr.  Prescott  did  not  communicate  ? 

A.  Mr.  Prescott  did  not  communicate. 

The  President  of  the  Committee  : 

Q.  You  speak  of  the  vestment  of  Mr.  Longridge  ; 
describe  it  more  fully  ? 

A.  He  had  a  large  scarlet  cape  on  his  shoulders,  with  a 
gold  band  down  the  back  of  it:  that  was  the  vestment  to 
which  my  attention  was  particularly  directed. 

Q.  Was  he  the  only  one  who  had  on  such  a  thing  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  he  was  the  only  one  at  that  time. 


9 


Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  What  was  Mr.  Prescott’s  dress  on  that  occasion  ? 

A.  The  technical  name  I  do  not  know,  but  he  had  a 
surplice  on,  and  a  stole,  I  think ;  Mr.  Prescott  preached  ;  he 
had  on  nothing  but  the  surplice  that  they  wear  there  always  ; 
there  was  nothing  special  in  his  dress. 

Mr.  Clayton  : 

Q.  Was  there  any  invitation  to  the  congregation  to 
communicate  ? 

A.  In  answer  to  that  question,  I  must  sa}7  that  the 
exhortation  was  not  given  at  all ;  it  was  omitted,  and  when 
the  invitation  was  made  it  was  made  with  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Longridge’s  back  to  the  congregation. 

The  President  : 

Q.  I  understand  that  you  mean  by  the  invitation,  the 
shorter  one  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  the  one  beginning,  “  Ye  who  truly  repent.” 

Q.  And  that  the  longer  exhortation  was  not  given  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  the  latter,  “  Ye  who  truly  repent,”  was  said 
with  his  back  to  the  congregation  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Dr.  Biddle: 

Q.  “Ye  who  truly  repent,”  was  said,  and,  “Dearly 
beloved  of  the  Lord,  ye  who  mind  to  come  to  the  Holy 
Communion”  was  omitted? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  President  : 

4>.  You  saw  persons  serving  in  connection  with  the 
Communion  besides  Mr.  Loimrid«;e,  did  vou  not? 

A.  I  did;  there  were  several  boys  there  who  carried 
the  elements  to  the  Rev.  Mr.  Longridge  officiating ;  they 
preceded  him  in  the  first  place  from  the  vestry-room  to 
his  position  at  the  altar,  and  then  they  brought  the 
elements  to  him,  and  also  brought  to  him  afterwards  what¬ 
ever  was  used  for  the  purpose  of  handling  the  cups  after 
they  were  used. 

Q.  Did  you  distinguish  any  of  the  sentences  or  hymns 
that  were  sung  ? 
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A.  I  could  not  positively  say  what  they  were,  but  the 
service  seemed  to  me  to  be  very  much  our  own  service, 
such  as  we  have  in  our  Prayer  Book  up  to  the  time  of  the 
exhortation  ;  I  believe  there  was  no  omission  and  possibly 
no  addition  ;  it  was  with  difficulty  that  I  followed,  but  it 
struck  me  that  there  was  nothing  brought  in  there  that  I 
was  not  familiar  with. 

Dr.  Currie  : 

Q.  What  part  of  the  service  did  you  not  hear  distinctly  ? 

A.  I  did  not  hear  the  consecration  at  all ;  I  did  not 
hear  a  syllable,  if  any  was  uttered  ;  it  might  have  been  my 
fault,  but  I  did  not  hear  it;  I  was  sitting  in  the  second  pew 
from  the  front. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  I  ask  you  whether  or  not,  you  heard  the  Communion 
service  or  parts  of  it,  so  as  to  be  able  to  know  that  it  was 
,  being  said  at  the  time  you  were  there  ? 

A.  I  will  qualify  that  by  saying  that  I  did  not  hear  the 
words  of  the  consecration  service. 

Q.  You  heard  the  shorter  exhortation  said,  “  All  ye 
who  truly  repent.” 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  other  words,  you  heard  part  of  the  Communion 
service ;  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  did  not  hear  any 
of  the  Communion  service  at  all,  but  I  understand  now  that 
you  qualify  that? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  I  mean  that  portion  connected  with  the 
consecration  ;  I  was  sitting  in  the  second  pew  from  the 
front  ;  there  was  one  pew  between  me  and  the  choir. 

The  President  : 

Q.  While  the  consecration  was  made,  or  supposed  to 
be  made,  which  you  did  not  hear,  you  heard  no  words  of 
consecration;  what  was  going  on  ;  I  think  you  said  some¬ 
thing  about  music  ? 

CD 

A.  The  organ  was  playing  through  the  whole  service. 

Q.  Was  there  any  singing  at  that  time  ? 

A.  Yo,  sir. 
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A  Member: 

Q.  What  was  the  position  of  the  officiating  minister 
during  the  consecration — was  his  head  natural  in  position, 
or  was  it  down  ? 

A.  I  could  not  say  positively  so  as  to  be  certain  ;  when 
the  church  went  in  there  were  seven  lamps  burning  over  the 
chancel ;  there  were  two  lights,  I  think,  on  the  Communion 
table,  and  candelabras  and  others  upon  the  super-altar  ;  some 
of  those  were  lighted  when  the  service  began,  and  others 
were  not  lighted  until  after  the  sermon — those  on  the  super- 
altar;  you  could  see  those  lights  three  or  four  or  five  in  a 
series;  those  were  not  lighted  until  after  the  sermon,  and 
then  they  were  lighted  by  boys  who  were  attendants. 

Q.  Were  they  needed  to  give  light  in  the  chancel  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  it  was  daylight — a  very  bright,  light,  clear 

day. 

Another  Member  : 

Q .  There  were  more  then  than  were  necessary  for  giv¬ 
ing  light  ? 

A.  Well,  that  is  a  matter  of  opinion  ;  I  do  not  speak  of 
it  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  You  could  see  whether  the  place  was  light,  without 
them  ? 

A.  I  think  the  service  could  have  been  perfectly  and 
thoroughly  performed  without  those  lights. 

Q.  There  was  no  light  needed  in  the  body  of  the  church  ? 

A.  None  at  all ;  it  was  brilliant  sunlight. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  It  was  the  morning  service,  was  it? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  Were  any  of  those  lights  lighted  at  a  particular  time 
of  the  service  of  the  communion  ? 

A.  No  ;  my  impression  is  they  were  lighted  immediately 
after  the  sermon. 

Q.  Were  any  of  them  extinguished  during  the  Com- 
munion  service  ? 

A,  No?  sir;  not  until  after  the  service  was  over. 
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Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  Was  there  any  procession  in  the  church  while  .you 
were  there  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir  ;  the  choristers  preceded  by  a  hoy,  and  car¬ 
rying  a  metallic  cross,  and  four  other  boys  with  double  ban¬ 
ners,  proceeded  up  the  middle  aisle  immediately  behind  the 
priests,  the  Revs.  Mr.  Prescott  and  Mr.  Mortimer,  and 
these  choristers,  some  of  them  with  musical  instruments; 
they  took  their  seats  in  the  choir,  and  immediately  after 
having  done  so,  began  a  processional  hymn  and  filed  out  of 
their  seats;  down  the  middle  aisle,  around  the  side  aisle  and 
back  again  by  the  middle  aisle  to  their  seats,  the  Rev. 
Mr.  Prescott  taking  his  seat  in  the  chancel,  and  the  Rev. 
Mr.  Mortimer  taking  his  seat  in  the  choir. 

Q.  How  large  was  that  metallic  cross  ? 

A.  I  should  say  it  was  a  foot  long. 

Q.  In  what  position  was  it  carried  ? 

A.  It  was  carried  on  along  pole;  it  was  higher  than 
his  head,  or  as  high  as  his  head,  certainly  ;  it  was  very  visible 
and  plain. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  Had  this  procession  any  connection  with  the  cele¬ 
bration  of  the  Communion? 

A.  No,  sir;  no  more  than  that  it  was  the  first  step  in 
the  performance ;  there  was  no  other  performance  except 
the  Communion  service,  and  this  was  the  introduction  to  it ; 
in  that  sense  it  was — in  no  other  way,  so  far  as  I  can  say. 

Q.  Was  it  after  the  sermon  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  At  what  part  of  the  service  ? 

A.  It  was  the  beginning. 

Q.  At  the  Communion  service  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  what  you  call  a  processional  hymn  ; 
ran  was  taken  from  a  book  which  was  handed  me  by  a 
lady  who  sat  by  my  side,  and  which  book  I  never  saw  before 
or  since ;  it  was  a  hymn  appropriate  to  the  day — Whit- 
Sunday. 
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Dr.  Biddle: 

Q.  Was  it  a  hymn  from  our  Hymnals  or  Prayer  Book? 

A.  Ho,  sir. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  I  understood  you  to  say  that  when  the  clergymen 
turned  their  faces  to  the  congregation  with  the  cup  in  their 
hands,  that  the  cup  was  not  elevated  as  they  stood  looking 
at  the  congregation  ? 

A.  I  suppose  it  was  held  in  that  position  up  even  with 
the  chest;  it  was  held  to  be  looked  at;  that  was  all;  the 
onlv  elevation  that  I  saw  was  during  the  consecration. 

Q.  But  you  are  quite  positive  that  at  the  time  of  the 
consecration  it  was  elevated  ? 

A.  Certainly;  I  saw  it  over  his  head. 

Q.  At  that  time  the  prostrations  were  made  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  At  the  time  of  holding  the  cup  before  the  eye,  was 
there  any  simultaneous  movement  on  the  part  of  the  con¬ 
gregation  ? 

A.  Hot  when  he  held  it  before  the  eye,  because  they 
were  all  kneeling  at  the  time;  whether  they  made  any 
special  movement  at  that  moment,  I  couldn’t  really  say. 

Q.  When  was  there  a  simultaneous  movement  on  the 
part  of  the  congregation  ? 

A.  At  the  time  the  elements  were  raised  above  his  head 
by  the  Kev.  Mr.  Longridge. 

Q.  What  was  that  movement  ? 

A.  A  bowing;  they  were  all  kneeling  at  the  time;  it 
was  a  settling  down  in  the  pews ;  I  could  only  speak  of  it 
as  that. 

Q.  A  general  movement  on  the  part  of  the  congrega¬ 
tion  ? 

A.  I  heard  a  rustling  on  the  part  of  the  congregation, 
or  a  general  movement. 

Q.  The  congregation  were  behind  you,  wTere  they  not? 

A.  Yres,  sir;  I  did  not  see  anything  behind  me  ;  I  only 
speak  of  the  prostration  of  a  lady  on  each  side  of  me;  those 
were  the  only  ones  I  saw. 
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Q.  And  the  boys  in  the  choir  ? 

A.  The  movement  of  those  attendants  was  general. 

Q.  What  did  you  see  about  the  posture  of  Mr.  Prescott 
at  that  time  ? 

A.  I  cannot  say;  I  did  not  see  him. 

Q.  Mr.  Longridge  was  standing  with  his  back  to  the 
congregation  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Prescott  was  a  little  out  of  the  line 
of  sight  on  the  right  hand  ;  I  did  not  see  what  he  was 
doing. 

Examination  : 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle  : 

Q.  Are  you  quite  sure  the  organ  was  playing  during 
this  Communion  service  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  I  am. 

Q.  I  ask  you  that  because  it  will  probably  be  denied  ? 

A.  I  will  not  say  organ,  but  it  was  music,  and  I  pre¬ 
sume  it  to  have  been  the  organ. 

Q.  When  was  it  playing  ? 

A.  From  the  time  I  went  into  church  until  I  left  it ;  I 
do  not  think  there  was  any  cessation  ;  that  is,  during  the 
sermon  it  was  not  playing. 

Q.  With  that  exception,  you  mean  to  say,  that  it  was 
continuous,  with  no  intermission  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  and  especially  that  there  was  no  intermis¬ 
sion  during  what  I  presumed  to  be  the  consecration  of  the 
elements. 

Q.  You  speak  of  two  cups;  are  you  quite  sure  that 
there  were  two  cups;  you  mean  chalices  I  suppose?' 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  there  were  two  at  one 
time  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir  ;  let  it  be  understood  they  were  not  held  up 
by  the  Rev.  Mr.  Longridge,  over  his  head. 

Q.  Yo  ;  but  were  there  two  cups  or  chalices  at  one 
time  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Prescott  ? 

A,  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  sure  of  that? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Dr.  Currie  : 

Q.  When  you  spoke  of  prostration,  did  you  mean  pros¬ 
tration  or  kneeling? 

A.  Prostration  ;  lying  down  flat. 

Mr.  Price  : 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  sav  that  the  two  ladies  lav  down 
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flat? 

A.  No;  I  said  as  near  as  they  could,  sitting  in  their 
pew  ;  they  squatted ,  if  I  may  use  that  word,  but  I  would  not 
care  to  have  the  word  reported  in  that  way,  but  I  use  it  to 
explain  my  meaning. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  They  varied  their  position  from  kneeling,  and  went 
to  a  lower  position  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  President  : 

Q.  Particularly  lowering  the  head  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle  : 

Q.  You  have  said,  I  think,  in  words,  that  there  was  no 
invitation  to  the  congregation  to  come  forward  to  partake 
of  the  elements,  and  to  commune ;  wasn’t  there  sufficient 
time  for  them  to  do  so,  had  any  of  them  been  so  minded? 

A.  I  cannot  say  that  there  was :  these  two  gentlemen 
stood  there  certainly  from  a  quarter  to  half  a  minute  hold¬ 
ing  this  paten  and  the  cup. 

Q.  Did  you  not  regard  that  as  an  invitation  ? 

A.  I  did  not ;  if  I  had  desired  to  commune,  I  should 
have  been  very  unwilling  to  have  gone  forward  upon  that 
invitation;  I  will  sav  that  the  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  did  not 
commune. 

Q.  You  are,  evidently,  a  communicant  of  the  church  ; 
what  is  the  notice  or  invitation  that  is  usually  given  ? 

A.  As  far  as  I  have  any  knowledge  of  the  matter,  the 
clergyman  takes  the  paten  in  his  hands  with  the  bread  upon 
it,  broken ;  comes  forward  and  indicates,  in  some  way,  or 
by  motion,  that  he  is  ready  to  administer  the  Communion. 
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Q.  Does  he  say  anything? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  I  not  understand  you  to  have  said  that  one  of 
these  gentlemen  had  the  paten  in  his  hand  with  a  square 
of  bread  upon  it  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Which  was  turned  towards  the  congregation  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Didn’t  these  gentlemen,  or  one  of  them,  advance 
toward  the  congregation  a  step  or  two  from  their  former 
position  when  they  did  this  ? 

A.  They  turned  themselves  around,  and  may  have  both 
advanced  together,  standing  side  by  side. 

Q.  They  did  advance  ? 

A.  They  did ;  possibly  one  step ;  I  won’t  be  positive  on 
that  point ;  I  say  possibly. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  State  whether  the  bread  on  the  paten  appeared  to 
be  broken  ? 

A.  It  looked  to  me  like  a  square  piece  ;  I  may  be 
wrong  about  the  shape  of  it,  but  there  was  nothing  in  the 
appearance  of  it  which  indicated  that  it  had  been  broken. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  Was  it  a  quantity  of  bread? 

A.  No:  it  was  only  one  piece;  my  impression  is  that 
it  was  a  piece  about  two  inches  square,  possibly. 

Q.  Was  it  a  cube  ? 

A.  It  seemed  to  me  to  be  a  square. 

The  President  : 

4>.  I  wish  to  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
invitation,  “  Dearly  beloved  brethren,  ye  who  mind  to  come 
to  the  Holy  Communion,”  was  not  given,  but  that  the 
shorter  one  was  uttered,  but  with  the  minister’s  back  to  the 
congregation  ;  that  is  already  in  evidence. 

A.  I  may  state,  with  reference  to  that,  it  was  a  ques¬ 
tion  with  the  person  who  was  with  me,  whether  that  was 
given  at  all,  but  I  am  satisfied  that  I  heard  certain  words  of 
the  portion,  “Ye  who  truly  repent;”  I  caught  some  of  the 
words  myself ;  my  impression  is  that  that  was  given. 
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Q.  But  not  said*  to  the  people  ? 

A.  No  ;  said  with  his  back  to  the  congregation. 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle  : 

I  respectfully  suggest  that  that  is  a  matter  of  argument 
and  inference.  The  question  is,  what  was  said  and  done  ? 
Position  is  certainly  evidence,  and  tone  and  loudness  or  low¬ 
ness  ;  but,  to  draw  the  inference  while  the  witness  is  going 
on,  it  seems  to  me  is  going  a  little  beyond  the  line  of  the 
mere  giving  of  testimony. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  Was  that  shorter  exhortation,  as  it  is  called,  loud 
enough  to  be  heard  over  the  church  ? 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle. — The  witness  has  just  said 
that  he  heard  words  of  it. 

The  Witness. — I  heard  distinctly  certain  words  of  it. 

Mr.  McMurtrie. — He  says  that  he  was  in  the  second 
pew,  and  that  the  person  alongside  of  him  denied  that  it  was 
said  at  all ;  (to  the  witness)  state  whether  that  invitation, 
such  as  it  was,  could  have  been  audible  throughout  the  con¬ 
gregation  ? 

A.  I  heard  it ;  the  volume  of  sound  was  sufficient,  but 
the  words  themselves  were  indistinct ;  a  person  sitting  half 
a  dozen  or  a  dozen  pews  back  of  me  could  have  heard  as 
wrell  as  I  could  ;  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  there  was  any 
concealment. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  It  was  loud  enough  if  it  had  been  distinct  enough  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir ;  the  question  of  hearing  was  simply  the 
collection  of  catchable  words. 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle  : 

Q.  I  think  you  used  the  language  of  genuflection  or 
prostration  by  Dr.  Prescott;  ami  right  in  supposing  }mu 
used  such  language  ? 

A.  Not  prostration — genuflection. 

Q.  Describe  in  words,  as  well  as  you  can,  exactly  what 
you  mean  by  that;  state  circumstantially  what  you  saw  him 
do  ? 

A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  describe  it  exactly  bv 
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words,  but  it  was  a  bowing  of  the  head  and  a  bending  of  the 
knee  as  be  went  up. 

Q.  Was  it  a  falling  of  the  knee  ? 

A.  No,  sir ;  that  was  as  he  went  up  to  take  the  cup 
from  Mr.  Longridge. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  Both  knees  ? 

A.  I  cannot  say  positively  that  it  was  both  knees;  I 
am  not  sure  of  that  fact. 

The  President  : 

Q.  Are  you  positive  that  it  was  a  bending  of  the  knee 
more  than  in  the  act  of  walking  or  moving  from  step  to 
step? 

A.  It  was  so  much  so  as  to  call  my  attention  to  it. 

Q.  Can  you  give  us  the  first  words  of  the  hymn  that 
was  used  ? 

A.  I  cannot ;  but  I  can  give  you  the  number,  which 
was  No.  16  of  the  particular  hymn-book  that  I  had,  which 
was  a  pamphlet  of  some  30  or  40  pages ;  it  was  a  Whit- 
Sunday  hymn,  very  appropriate  to  the  day. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  Had  you  heard  the  hymn  before  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  I  never  heard  it  before,  or  since. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  whether  it  was  a  hymn  taken  from 
the  ordination  of  priests  ? 

A .  No,  sir;  it  was  not  that. 


LEWIS  H.  REDNER  called  and  examined. 

By  Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Question. — Have  you  ever  attended  the  Communion  ser¬ 
vice  at  St.  Clement’s  ? 

Answer. — I  have. 

Q.  You  have  made  a  written  statement  of  what  occurred 
there  ? 

A.  I  have. 

Q.  (Book  shown  witness.)  Is  that  it  printed  in  the  book 
I  now  hand  you  ? 

A,  It  is? 
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Q.  Is  that  whole  statement  accurately  correct  ? 

(Objected  to.) 

A.  It  is. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  That  is  No.  4,  page  23,  of  the  report  ? 

Dr.  Biddle: 

We  are  not  supposed  to  have  that  report :  is  that  pre¬ 
sented  as  testimony  ? 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

You  can  us.e  it  or  not;  I  have  here  the  written  state¬ 
ment,  in  detail. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

I  should  object  to  that  being  introduced  in  testimony. 

Another  Member  : 

It  is  not  offered. 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle  : 

It  seems  to  me  it  is  offered  definitely. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

I  think  the  committee  ought  to  know  for  what  purpose 
it  is  introduced. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

I  was  proving  the  fact  that  the  man  had  made  a  state¬ 
ment  in  detail,  on  paper,  of  what  he  had  seen  on  a  particu¬ 
lar  occasion,  at  the  time  it  occurred. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

It  seems  to  me  this  question  would  be  proper  :  u  Have 
you  ever  made  a  statement?  ”  and  there  leave  it. 

f  Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

That  is  precisely  what  I  have  done. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Do  we  understand  that  the  printed  statement  is  not 
before  us  ? 

The  President  : 

You  can  simply  consult  it  as  you  please. 

Mr.  Clayton: 

It  is  before  us,  because  it  was  communicated  by  the 
Bishop  to  the  standing  committee. 
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Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Not  that  paper. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Let  it  be  dropped  then. 

(To  the  witness.) 

Q.  State  what  you  saw,  if  you  saw  anything,  at  St. 
Clement’s,  with  reference  to  the  elevation  of  the  elements  ? 

(Objected  to,  as  leading  and  improper.) 

Q.  State  what  you  saw,  with  reference  to  the  use  of  the 
elements,  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion  ; 
what  you  saw  done  with  them  upon  that  occasion,  and  what 
occurred  by  the  people,  or  about  the  officiating  minister, 
and  the  congregation  ? 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle  : 

The  stated  time,  and  persons  present  should  be  made 
known. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Prescott  there  ? 

A.  Mr.  Prescott  was  in  the  chancel. 

Q.  On  what  occasion  was  that  ? 

A.  On  Christmas  day,  1878. 

Q.  At  what  hour  of  the  day  ? 

A.  Quarter  of  eleven. 

Q.  State  what  you  saw  done  with  the  elements  and  the 
vessels  in  which  the  elements  were  contained  during  the 
celebration  ? 

A.  After  thePraverof  Consecration,  the  wafer  was  lifted 
above  the  head  of  the  celebrant ;  the  chalice  was  lifted 
above  the  head  of  the  celebrant,  the  celebrant  making  sun- 
drv  genuflections  with  the  knee  to  the  floor,  and  kissing  the 
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altar,  and  the  worshipers  all  around  me  making  a  very  pro¬ 
found  bowing  of  their  heads. 

(Objected  to.) 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

I  propose  to  show  the  elevation  of  the  elements,  fol¬ 
lowed  by  acts  of  adoration  ;  it  is  immaterial  what  the  cele¬ 
brant  does,  but  what  he  causes  to  be  done,  is  the  whole 
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charge ;  the  rector  of  the  parish  being  present,  the  celebrant 
is  under  him  ;  if  done  with  the  knowledge  and  sanction  of 
the  rector,  it  is  his  act. 

(To  the  witness.) 

Q.  You  had  gotten  to  the  point  that  you  saw  the  wafer 
held  up  above  the  head  of  the  celebrant  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  the  name  of  the  celebrant? 

A.  I  was  told  that  it  was  Mr.  Maturin,  but  I  don’t 
know  whether  it  was  him  or  not;  it  was  a  clergyman  in  the 
chancel. 

Q.  Mr.  Prescott  was  in  the  chancel  at  the  same  time  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  the  wafer  was  elevated  above  the  head  of  the 
celebrant,  what  followed,  as  to  the  position  of  the  people? 

A.  They  made  prostrations;  they  bent  their  heads  very 
lowly  in  their  pews,  and  the  minister  genuflected  with  his 
knee. 

y.  How  about  the  boys  in  the  chancel  ? 

A.  They  bowed  down  very  reverently,  with  their  heads 
to  the  steps  of  the  chancel. 

Q.  Were  you  able  to  see,  during  this  elevation,  the 
thing  you  called  the  wafer  ? 

A.  Distinctly. 

Q.  Was  the  chalice  elevated  in  the  same  way  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir ;  with  both  hands  above  the  head. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  this  was  after  the 
consecration  ? 

A.  It  was  during  the  Prayer  of  Consecration. 

The  President  : 

Q.  And  with  the  back  to  the  people  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  After  the  consecration  was  over,  did  you  see  any 
elevation  ? 

A.  After  the  Consecration  Prayer  was  read,  do  you 
mean  ? 
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Q ,  Yes;  after  the  consecration  of  tlie  elements? 

A.  No,  sir;  only  at  the  end  of  the  consecration;  that 
was  all. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  one  elevation;  did  you  see 
another  one,  at  any  other  stage  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  able  to  distinguish  at  the  time  the  words 
of  consecration,  as  spoken,  whether  they  were  spoken  or 
not  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  I  could  hear  words  spoken  in  a  very  low 

tone. 

Q.  Then,  do  I  understand  that  the  elevation  occurred 
just  at  that  moment,  or  that  they  waited,  and  that  it  was 
deferred  until  the  close  of  the  entire  Prayer  of  Consecration  ? 

A.  It  came  at  the  words,  u  This  is  my  body ;  ”  then  it 
was  elevated., 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  What  acts  or  performances,  with  reference  to  the 
elements,  did  you  see  performed  by  the  celebrant,  himself? 

A.  1  couldn’t  see  him  eat  the  wafer,  but  I  could  see  the 
cup  going  to  his  lips  very  distinctly,  because  that  required 
motion  of  the  arm. 

Q.  Did  you  see  any  bowings  on  his  part  ? 

A.  There  were  constant  bowings,  before  and  after  the 
Prayer  of  Consecration,  with  crossing  made  constantly  over 
the  cup ;  of  course  I  did  not  know  what  it  meant. 

Q.  Did  you  observe  what  happened  in  the  congregation 
with  regard  to  the  position  of  the  worshipers  ? 

A.  Those  sitting  around  me  made  very  low  bowings 
with  their  head,  leaning  their  bodies  over  as  far  as  the  pews 
would  permit;  of  course  they  were  all  kneeling  in  the 
pews ;  the  difference  was  very  marked  at  that  time  in  the 
bowing  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  Consecration  Prayer. 

The  President  : 

i 

Q.  What  did  you  see  as  to  an  illumination  in  the 
chancel  ? 

A.  There  werea  great  many  candles  burning;  they 
were  lighted  at  different  parts  of  the  service. 
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Q.  Do  yon  remember  particularly  about  that? 

A.  A  great  many  of  them  were  lighted  immediately 
before  the  Communion  service,  and  some  of  them  were 
lighted  in  the  early  part  of  the  service ;  before  service 
commenced  acolytes  lighted  some  of  them,  and  others  were 

O  7 

lighted  immediately  after  the  sermon  before  the  Communion 

O  1/ 

office. 

Q.  Any  after  that? 

A.  I  cannot  recall  any  after  that. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  Were  any  lighted  when  the  service  commenced? 

A.  They  were  lighted  before  the  service  commenced ; 
they  were  being  lighted,  I  think,  when  I  went  into  the 
church. 

The  President  : 

Q.  Was  it  dark  in  the  chancel  to  require  lights  in  order 
to  see  ? 

A.  There  was  gas  burning  in  the  corners  of  the  chancel. 

o  O 

A  Member  : 

(J.  Was  there  gas  in  the  body  of  the  church  ? 

A.  No,  it  was  the  morning. 

Q.  Was  there  gas  in  the  pulpit? 

A.  I  can't  recollect  that ;  the  windows  in  the  back  of 
the  chancel  had  been  painted,  I  believe;  the  chancel  was 
formerly  light,  when  I  went  there  years  ago,  but  the 
glass  had  been  colored  very  dark,  so  that  it  makes  the  chan¬ 
cel  very  dark. 

Q.  Did  the  congregation  commune  upon  this  occasion  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  no  one  but  the  priests. 

The  President  : 

Q.  Was  there  any  invitation  to  the  congregation  to 
come  to  commune,  either  in  the  service  itself,  or  bv  word 
of  mouth  by  the  minister  ? 

A.-  The  day  I  was  there,  the  preacher,  Mr.  Mortimer, 
said  that  if  any  presented  themselves,  they  would  be  refused 
at  any  high  celebration  ;  that  any  person  wishing  to  com¬ 
municate  would  do  it  at  the  lower  celebration  ;  first  giving 

7  O  O 

their  names  to  the  priest;  but  if  any  came  forward  that  day 
they  would  be  refused  or  rejected ;  one  of  those  words. 
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Q.  Upon  that  particular  day,  did  you  hear  him  say  so? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  Christinas  day;  that  was  announced 
immediately  before  preaching  from  the  pulpit  after  ascend¬ 
ing  the  pulpit. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Prescott  himself  receive  the  Communion  on 
that  occasion  ? 

A.  Not  on  that  day ;  no  one  communicated  but  the 
celebrant. 

Q.  How  was  the  celebrant  vested  ? 

A.  He  had  alb  and  chassuble  and  girdle. 

Q.  Had  any  of  the  clergymen  the  same  dress  besides 
the  celebrant? 

A.  No,  sir ;  only  the  surplice  and  cassock. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  Where  was  Mr.  Prescott  during  the  service? 

A.  In  one  of  the  stalls  of  the  chancel. 

Q.  Did  he  take  any  part  in  the  service  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  I  forget  exactly  the  part  he  took;  several 
were  present  that  took  part;  I  cannot  remember  distinctly 
what  part  he  took. 

Q.  Did  he  take  some  part  in  the  Communion  service  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  the  celebrant  did  everything;  I  was  told 
that  it  was  Mr.  Maturin,  but  I  don't  know;  he  was  a  thin 
man,  wearing  glasses. 

Q.  Was  any  part  of  the  Communion  service  omitted? 

A.  The  exhortation  “  Dearly  beloved  in  the  Lord,  ye 
who  mind  to  come  to  the  Holy  Communion.” 

Q.  That  was  omitted  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  Was  there  any  procession? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  there  was  quite  a  grand  procession;  I 
think  it  was  what  they  call  “  a  great  procession  with  ban¬ 
ners  ;  ”  the  procession  went  up  the  middle  aisle  first,  to  the 
chancel,  and  then  made  a  circuit  of  the  church,  up  one  aisle 
and  down  the  other,  singing  and  with  trumpets  and  having 
banners,  the  people  around  me  genuflecting  with  the  knee 
as  the  Virgin’s  banner  approached  them  ;  bowing  with  their 
knee  to  the  floor ;  that  was  before  the  service  commenced. 
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Q.  Before  the  sermon,  you  mean  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  McMurtrie: 

Q.  There  was  a  picture  of  the  Virgin  on  one  of  the 
banners  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  one  that  received  the  most 
reverence. 

The  President  : 

Q.  At  the  time  of  the  celebration  of  the  Communion, 
did  you  observe  any  special  gestures  on  the  part  of  the  cler¬ 
gymen  or  choristers,  or  any  movements  ? 

A.  I  think  I  have  answered  those  questions  ;  I  did  not 
notice  any  one  but  the  celebrant ;  I  could  not  see  the  actions 
of  others,  because  they  were  not  at  the  altar  or  chancel ;  the 
choristers  were  in  the  stalls;  I  only  noticed  the  acolytes — 
those  who  were  assisting  as  servers  at  the  altar;  they  made 
very  profound  obeisance  ;  their  foreheads  touching  the  floor 
at  the  Prayer  of  Consecration. 

Q.  Where  was  your  seat  ? 

A.  In  the  fifth  or  sixth  pew  from  the  chancel. 

Q.  I  understand  that  their  foreheads  touched  the  step 
of  the  altar  ? 

A.  So  far  as  I  could  see,  sitting  behind  them ;  they 
were  kneeling  on  a  lower  step,  and  kneeled  over  until  their 
foreheads  touched  the  top  step  leading  to  the  Communion 

table. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  any  hymns  sung  on  that  occasion  ? 

A.  There  was  a  hymn  sung,  but  I  hadn’t  the  words 
before  me,  and  I  can’t  state  what  it  was  ;  they  were  words 
of  anthems,  but  I  could  not  recognize  any  part  of  our  Com¬ 
munion  service. 

Q.  Was  there  a  hymn  sung  at  the  time  the  hymn  was 
usually  sung  in  the  service  ? 

A.  They  sang  the  Agnus  Dei  three  times ;  I  recognized 
that,  but  the  anthems  I  could  not  recall ;  they  sang  choruses, 
and  it  was  impossible  to  recognize  the  words,  but  the  Agnus 
Dei  I  recognized,  of  course ;  I  knew  that  it  came  there  in 
the  service  ;  it  was  in  English. 

B533-4 
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A  Member  : 

Q.  You  knew  that  it  came  there  in  the  service  ? 

A.  I  know  it  is  in  the  Edward  Sixth  Prayer  Book  and 
in  the  Romish  Missal ;  I  have  heard  it  in  the  ritualistic 
churches  in  New  York;  this  was  while  the  priest  was  com¬ 
municating. 

Q.  You  are  quite  sure  that  it  was  after  the  consecra¬ 
tion  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  generally  sung,  I  think,  while  the 
priest  is  communicating. 

The  President  : 

Q.  Was  there  any  music  going  on  during  that  prayer? 

A.  There  may  have  been  a  very  low  playing  of  the 
organ ;  if  so,  it  was  so  low  that  I  could  not  distinguish  it ; 
but,  I  think,  there  was  perfect  silence  during  the  Prayer  of 
Consecration. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  What  is  the  Agnus  Dei  exactly  ? 

A.  “  Lord  have  mercy  upon  us,  Lamb  of  God  that 
taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world.” 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  State  whether  the  bread,  or  wafer,  as  you  have 
termed  it,  appeared  to  be  broken  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  broken;  that  is,  I  thought  I 
detected  the  sound ;  the  silence  was  perfect,  and  I  thought 
I  detected  the  breaking  of  the  wafer;  I  did  not  see  it,  as 
the  officiating  clergyman  had  his  back  to  me. 

Q.  This  was  afterwards,  however,  presented  to  the  view 
of  the  congregation  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  presented,  but  I  couldn’t  state 
whether  it  was  broken  or  not. 

Q.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  service  was  there  any 
elevation  of  the  vessels  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

The  President  : 

Q.  You  heard  the  Agnus  Dei  several  times? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  three  times  following,  one  right  after  the 
other;  it  was  just  the  words,  “  0,  Lamb  of  God  that  taketh 
away  the  sins  of  the  world,  have  mercy  upon  us.” 
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Mr.  George  W.  Biddle  : 

Q.  I  see  in  the  service,  which  I  hold  in  my  hand, 
“  This  shall  he  said  or  sung,  all  standing :  the  Gloria  in 
Excelsis ,  or  some  proper  hymn  from  the  selection  ; ”  we  are 
all,  of  course,  familiar  with  the  last  part  of  the  Gloria  in 
Excelsis ;  were  not  the  words  that  vou  heard  sung  the  last 
part  of  the  Gloria  in  Excelsis  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  hut  they  were  not  sung  at  that  time,  and 
they  were  not  sung  all  standing ;  here  it  says,  “  O,  Lord 
God,  Lamb  of  God,  Son  of  the  Father,  that  taketh  the  sins 
of  the  world;”  they  did  not  sing  those;  words  are  sub¬ 
stituted,  and  differently  placed. 

Q.  I  want  to  know  whether  they  were  the  same  words 
as  the  conclusion  of  that  anthem,  or  different? 

A.  They  were  different ;  they  were  not  the  exact 
words;  the  last  clause,  “  Lamb  of  God" — words  Sou  of  the 

Father  omitted — “that  taketh  away  the  sins  of  the  world.” 

* 

was  used. 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle. — I  would  like  it  to  appear 
that  the  words  that  were  sung  were  the  words  occurring 
at  the  close  of  the  ordinary  shorter  Litany. 


REVEREND  JOHN  EDGAR  JOHNSON,  examined. 
By  Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Question. — Were  you  ever  present  at  the  celebration  of 
the  Communion,  at  St.  Clement's  Church  ? 

Answer. — I  was. 

Q.  On  how  many  occasions  ? 

A.  Two. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Prescott  there  on  those  occasions? 

A.  He  was  on  one  occasion. 

Q.  On  what  day  was  it  that  Mr.  Prescott  was  there  ? 

A.  On  Sunday,  the  date  I  do  not  remember ;  it  was 
before  the  4th  of  July,  year  before  last;  it  was  June  16th, 
1878. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Prescott  there  then  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  hour  of  the  day  was  it  ? 

^  «/ 

A.  After  ten  o’clock. 
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Q.  Did  you  hear  the  words  of  consecration  ? 

A.  I  did  not;  it  is  proper  to  say,  however,  that  my 
hearing  is  not  acute. 

Q.  Where  were  you  sitting? 

A.  I  was  not  well  in  front,  either ;  I  was  about  opposite 
the  pulpit,  perhaps  two-thirds  of  the  way  up;  two-thirds  or 
three-quarters  of  the  way  up. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  the  Communion  service  was  being 
read  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  see,  if  anything,  done  with  reference 
to  the  elements  before  and  after  consecration  ? 

A.  I  saw  the  celebrant  hold  up  a  large  wafer,  as  large 
as  the  ball  of  my  hand,  apparently,  before  the  consecration  ; 
I  saw  the  celebrant,  after  consecration,  turn  and  hold  up  the 
paten  before  the  congregation,  facing  the  congregation. 

Q.  What  occurred  at  that  time  on  the  part  of  the  con¬ 
gregation,  as  to  posture? 

A.  They  were,  many  of  them,  as  near  to  the  floor  as 
they  could  get,  conveniently;  many  of  them  had  left  the 
kneeling-stools,  and  were  on  the  floor,  and  were  bowing 
down  as  lowr  as  seemed  possible  under  the  circumstances. 

Q.  What  occurred  on  the  part  of  those  who  were  inside 
of  the  chancel,  the  boys  ? 

A.  Genuflection  and  prostration;  at  the  time  the  clergy¬ 
man  held  up  the  elements,  after  the  consecration,  one  of 
the  clergymen  went  around  in  front  and  prostrated  himself. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  done  by  the  acolytes,  as  they 
were  called  ? 

A.  Genuflection. 

Q.  Who  was  the  celebrant  at  the  other  time  you  were 
there  ? 

A.  Mr.  Mortimer. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  his  positiou  is  in  the  church  ? 

A.  I  do  not ;  he  is  assistant  minister,  I  suppose. 

Q.  You  say  Mr.  Prescott  was  not  there  at  the  second 
time  ? 

A.  Yo,  sir. 

Q.  What  occurred  on  the  second  occasion,  during  which 
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you  say  Mr.  Mortimer  officiated;  state  when  that  was,  at 
what  hour,  and  what  occurred  in  regard  to  the  use  of  the 
consecrated  elements  and  the  postures  of  the  parties? 

A.  The  only  other  occasion  on  which  I  was  present  at  the 
celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion  was  the  seven  o’clock 
service,  I  think ;  an  early  celebration;  subsequent  to  this 
date,  and  after  the  death  of  Dr.  DeKoven,  I  went  with  a 
friend,  passing  through  the  city,  to  the  seven  o’clock  cele¬ 
bration  ;  it  was  in  the  chapel;  Dr.  Mortimer  came  in  with 
an  acolyte,  or  boy  ;  there  were  no  other  persons  present  in 
the  chancel ;  I  noticed  a  very  large  cross  of  red  upon  his 
back,  and  on  his  stomach ;  the  vestments  were  striking ;  I 
saw  there  pretty  much  what  I  saw  before,  except,  if  possi¬ 
ble,  more  profound  genuflections,  holding  up  of  the  wafer; 
these  prostrations  at  the  time  of  the  consecration  ;  persons 
leaving  the  seats  before  them,  and  turning  lengthwise 
between  the  chairs,  lying  upon  their  faces,  most  upon  their 
stomachs — almost  upon  their  stomachs  ;  I  saw  a  number  of 
persons,  particularly  in  front  of  me;  I  remember  a  lady,  who 
was  almost  her  length  upon  the  floor,  and  other  persons  in 
very  much  the  same  position. 

Q .  What  was  the  position  of  the  acolyte  ? 

A.  I  cannot  remember, 

Q  There  was  nobody  else  in  the  chancel  ? 

A.  Nobody  but  the  acolyte  ;  I  am  very  sure  about 

that. 

Q.  Did  you  observe  any  peculiarity  of  posture,  and  if 
so,  what,  on  the  part  of  the  celebrant  himself  ? 

A.  His  genuflections  and  some  crossings;  I  think  the 
altar  was  kissed;  I  won’t  be  certain  about  that  at  this  time; 
I  had  no  idea  of  being  called  upon  to  remember  what  took 
place. 

Q.  The  congregation  communed  on  that  last  occasion  ? 

A.  On  the  first  occasion  no  one  did  ;  on  the  second 
occasion,  I  should  say,  twenty-five  or  thirty  did ;  the  second 
occasion  was  an  early  hour ;  the  first  occasion  was  in  the 
church,  on  Sunday  morning,  about  half-past  ten,  I  should 
suppose  ;  no  one  communicated  then,  and  I  asked  why  ; 
they  said  they  never  communicated  at  that  hour;  some  of 
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the  congregation  told  me  that  the  congregation  never  par¬ 
took  at  that  hour;  I  know  my  companion  communicated  at 
the  seven  o’clock  service. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Was  there  more  than  one  minister  in  the  chancel  at 
the  time  of  the  celebration  on  the  first  occasion  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  more  than  one  communicate  ? 

A.  I  couldn’t  say,  as  to  that;  I  couldn’t  say  as  to 
whether  anv  of  them  communicated. 

Q.  Could  you  say  that  the  celebrant  communicated  ? 

A.  I  couldn’t  say  whether  he  did,  or  not;  I  judge  he 
did  ;  I  should  judge  he  did  ;  I  should  judge  there  might 
have  been  three  or  four  clersrvmen  on  that  occasion  ;  the 
rector,  himself,  was  there,  and  I  think  took  no  part  in  the 
service  ;  I  think  there  were  two  that  stood  at  the  altar  ;  I 
think  when  they  turned  around  one  held  the  paten  and  the 
other  the  cup  ;  there  was  another  who  went  in  front  of 
them,  and  threw  himself  down  before  them. 

Dr.  Currie  : 

Q.  You  said  that  there  was  a  good  deal  of  changing  . 
of  position ;  did  that  take  place  during  the  Prayer  of  Con¬ 
secration  ? 

A.  It  began  during  the  Prayer  of  Consecration  ;  it  was 
marked;  the  kneeling-stools  were  rejected;  they  put  them 
aside,  and  got  down  on  the  floor ;  when  the  elements  were 
elevated,  afterwards,  there  was,  if  possible,  an  intensification 
of  the  attitudes  of  reverence,  but  the  marked  genuflection 
was  when  the  Prayer  of  Consecration  began  ;  that  was 
vehement. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  On  the  first  occasion  Mr.  Prescott  was  present  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  there  any  omissions  of  any  part  of  the  Com¬ 
munion  service,  or  was  the  whole  of  the  Communion  service 
said  ? 

A.  My  testimony  upon  that  point  would  be  subject  to 
some  suspicion,  from  the  fact,  as  I  say,  that  my  hearing  is 
not  acute,  but  I  did  not  understand  anything  of  the  service ; 
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not  one  word  of  it  from  beginning  to  end;  Iliad  a  Prayer  Book, 
and  asked  the  gentleman  in  the  pew  with  me  about  it,  but 
be  shook  bis  bead  and  said  that  they  were  not  in  tbe  book, 
that  they  were  in  something  else — somebody's  Mass. 

Q.  Why  did  you  think  the  congregation  were  not 
invited  to  come  forward  and  partake  ? 

A.  In  tbe  first  place,  no  one  went  forward,  and  in  the 
next  place  I  asked  persons  as  I  went  down  the  aisle,  who 
seemed  to  be  members  of  the  congregation,  and  they  said  that 
the  congregation  never  partook  at  high  celebration  ;  I  asked 
several  persons,  manifestly  members  of  the  congregation. 

Q.  No  official  told  you  that  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  none  of  the  clergymen. 

George  W.  Biddle  : 

Q.  I  understood  that  this  second  visit  was  to  the  chapel 
as  distinguished  from  the  church;  was  it  in  a  different  build¬ 
ing  or  a  different  room  ? 

A .  It  was  not  in  a  different  building  ;  I  suppose  it  was  in 
a  different  room  ;  it  was  not  in  the  church  proper. 

Q.  It  is  under  the  same  roof,  but  not  in  the  body  of  the 
church  ? 

A.  The  entrances  are  under  cover. 

Q.  In  the  course  of  the  testimony  it  was  stated  that  the 
two  places  were  near  one  another,  but  were  not  in  the  same 
building. 

Mr.  George  W.  Biddle  : 

Q.  You  are  the  rector  of  a  church  in  this  city,  are  you 

not  ? 

A.  I  am. 

Q.  What  church  ? 

A.  St.  John  tbe  Evangelist. 

Q.  That  church  is  in  tbe  southeastern  part  of  this  city, 
is  it  not  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  How  far  is  your  church  from  St.  Timothy’s  ? 

A.  The  church  of  which  I  am  rector  is  at  the  corner  of 
Third  and  Heed,  St.  Timothv’s  Church  is  on  Reed  Street, 
near  the  corner  of  Eighth. 
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Mr.  George  W.  Btddle  stated  that  all  that  part  of  the 
testimony  referring  to  the  visit  of  Mr.  Johnson  to  St.  Clem¬ 
ent's  church  when  Mr.  Prescott  was  not  present,  should,  in 
his  opinion,  have  no  place  in  the  inquiry  of  the  investiga¬ 
tors. 

Adjourned  to  January  27,  1880,  7:30  P.  M. 

Rev.  CARLOS  E.  BUTLER,  examined. 

By  the  President  : 

Question. — You  have  attended  the  service  at  St. 
Clement's  Church? 

Answer. — Yes,  sir. 

Q.  At  what  time  ? 

A.  It  was  on  the  23d  of  November,  1878. 

Q.  At  what  time  of  the  day  ? 

A.  I  went  in  the  morning  at  10:45,  and  in  the  even¬ 
ing  at  half-past  seven. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  Whom  did  you  see  in  the  chancel  ? 

A.  I  do  not  know  the  name,  sir,  of  the  persons;  I  was 
then  a  comparative  stranger  in  the  city. 

Q.  Can  you  recognize  any  one  if  you  were  to  see  him 
now  ? 

A.  I  am  not  positive;  I  think  this  reverend  gentleman 
(pointing  to  Mr.  Prescott)  was  one ;  I  am  not  positive  as  to 
the  identity  of  the  persons. 

Q.  Describe,  if  you  please,  what  you  saw  in  the  chancel, 
and  the  time  you  think  you  sawr  him  there  ? 

A.  The  chancel  was  brightly  illuminated  with  a  pro¬ 
fusion  of  candles,  and  the  preparation  for  subsequent  cele¬ 
bration  of  the  Holy  Communion  was  going  on,  and  the 
different  particulars — the  particular  performances  which 
then  took  place — which  are  described  in  the  report  made  a 
few  days  after  this  occurrence. 

Q.  I  believe  it  is  preferred  that  you  should  state  what 
you  recollect  having  seen  ;  you  can  look  at  the  paper,  if 
you  desire,  for  the  purpose  of  refreshing  your  memory? 
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A.  What  I  saw  was  previous  to  the  service  ;  the  lighting 
of  the  candles  in  the  chancel,  and  shortly  after  that  the 
performers  came  in  headed  by  a  crucifer,  and  followed  by  a 
number  of  acolytes  and  musicians,  and  deacons  and  priests  ; 
which  proceeded  to  the  chancels  ;  then  they  took  up  the 
banners — three  banners,  the  two  lighted  candles  ;  then  the 
musicians  also  took  up  their  instruments  and  began  to  use 
theirinstruments ;  they  marched  down  the  middle  aisle,  up  the 
north  aisle,  down  the  south  aisle,  and  in  again  up  the  middle 
aisle  into  the  chancel. 


Q.  What  did  you  observe  on  the  banners  ? 

A.  On  one  of  the  banners  was  the  service  of  the  rose; 
on  the  other  was  the  Virgin  and  Child  ;  the  other  was  the 
dove ;  then  after  the  procession  arrived  at  the  chancel  the 
service  began  which  was  evidently  the  ante-Comniunion 
service  ;  it  was  very  difficult  to  make  out  what  it  was  ;  I  was 
obliged  to  follow  the  Prayer  Book  very  closehT;  and  to 
observe  also  at  the  right  interval  whether  it  was  going  on 
in  the  chancel  and  listen  ;  and  then  it  was  very  difficult  in 
many  instances  to  know  exactly  what  was  going  on  ;  but  I 
thought  a  number  of  times  things  which  did  not  strictly 
belong  to  the  service  were  introduced  into  it ;  the  service 
was  so  remarkably  long  and  there  was  so  many  things  done 
in  the  course  of  it  ;  I  supposed  there  was  something  besides 
the  service  prescribed  by  the  Prayer  Book  was  going  on  at 
the  time  ;  I  noticed  different  vestments  from  what  are - 


Q.  Describe  the  vestments  ? 

A.  The  vestment  of  the  celebrant  had  on  the  back  of 
it  a  large  cross  reaching  from  shoulder  to  shoulder;  and 
from  the  neck  as  low  down  as  the  robe  went  (which  was 
almost  down  to  the  ground),  then  the  assistants  were  clad  in 
what  appeared  to  be  yellowish-white  garments  bound  at  the 
waist  by  a  cord,  and  in  addition  to  that  a  cape  on  the 
shoulder  ;  I  might  have  been  mistaken  about  the  color  on 
account  of  the  lights. 


Q.  Before  service  actually  began,  what  was  the  atti¬ 
tude,  or  was  there  any  marked  change  in  the  attitude  of 
those  persons  as  regards  kneeling  and  prostration  ? 
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A.  I  observed  prostration  as  soon  as  the  procession 
reached  the  chancel  ;  and  previous  to  the  beginning  of  the 
service  several  demonstrations  in  the  way  of  waving  ban¬ 
ners  towards  the  altar  and  prostration  of  different  members 
of  the  procession  sometime  before  the  service  began. 

Q.  In  what  tone  was  the  service  said, — spoken,  sung  or 
intoned  ? 

A.  No,  sir  ;  it  was  intoned  in  very  much  the  same  way 
as  I  have  heard  it  intoned  in  the  Roman  Church. 

Q.  Did  you  see  the  elements  placed  upon  the  Com¬ 
munion  table  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  State  what  you  saw,  as  regards  external  acts  or  con¬ 
duct  after  that  was  done  ? 

A.  I  noticed,  after  the  elements  were  placed  on  the 
altar,  that  there  was  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  all  those 
persons  in  the  chancel — I  did  not  particularly  observe  the 
congregation — to  be  in  a  constant  motion,  and  implying  in 
different  ways  adoration  to  what  was  there  placed. 

Q.  Describe  those  acts  as  definitely  as  you  can  ? 

A .  Those  acts  were  such  as  kneeling  and  bowing  of 

©  © 

the  head  at  different  times. 

Q.  Did  they  vary  their  posture  of  kneeling,  or  continue 
kneeling  ? 

A.  They  varied  their  posture  during  the  celebration  of 
the  Holy  Communion ;  sometimes  the  assistants  stood  on 
each  side  of  the  celebrant,  sometimes  they  stood  behind, 
however,  and  several  of  the  acolytes  changed  their  position. 

Q.  Did  you  see  anything  done  with  the  candles  at  the 
use  of  the  words,  “  This  is  my  body”  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  two  candles  were  raised,  with  an  evident 
intention  of  expressing  adoration  ;  I  believe  that  that  act  of 
the  candle-bearers  is  an  expression  of  an  evident  intention, 
as  done  in  the  Church  of  Rome ;  that  was  the  intention 
there,  I  think. 

Q.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  customs  of  the  Church  of 
Rome  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir ;  to  a  great  extent. 
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Q.  Are  those  acts  known  in  the  Church  of  Rome  as 
acts  of  adoration  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  the  same  kind  of  acts  done  there,  at  St. 
Clement’s  ? 

A.  On  remarkable  occasions  of  high  celebrations. 

Q.  I  want  you  to  state  what  acts  you  saw  done  there, 
which  are  recognized  in  the  Church  of  Rome  as  acts  of  adora¬ 
tion  in  the  celebration  of  the  Crucifix  ? 

A.  The  acts  of  adoration  are  such  as  kneeling  and  bow- 
ing  the  head,  and  lifting  the  elements,  and  the  raising  of  the 
candles  and  cross,  and  so  on. 

Q.  Did  you  see  anything  done  with  the  elements,  in 
the  way  of  raising  them  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Describe  that. 

A.  I  saw  them  lifted  above  the  celebrant's  head,  at  the 
pronouncing  of  the  words  “  This  is  my  body,”  and  again, 
“  This  is  my  blood;  ”  the  elements  were  both  raised  above 
his  head,  and  his  head  was  bowed  before  them. 

Q.  Who  partook  of  the  elements  on  that  celebration  ? 

A.  No  one,  that  I  could  see;  no  member  of  the  con¬ 
gregation,  and  no  one  who  was  in  the  chancel,  except,  per¬ 
haps,  the  celebrant  might  have  done  so;  I  could  not  say 
that  he  did. 

Q .  Were  you  in  a  position  in  which  you  could  have 
seen  any  other  persons  partake  of  the  elements,  if  it  had 
been  done  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  I  was  about  half  way  up  the  north  aisle, 
at  the  end  of  the  seat. 

Q.  Were  you  there  the  same  evening? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  there  any  difference  in  the  mode  of  the  light¬ 
ing  of  the  chancel,  and  on  the  altar  on  that  occasion  from 
the  morning  service? 

A.  There  were  no  lights  on  the  altar,  whatever. 

A  Member  :  Was  the  attitude  and  action  of  the  officiat¬ 
ing  priest  on  this  occasion  similar  to  that  of  the  priest  of 
the  Church  of  Rome  in  the  celebration  of  the  Crucifix? 

A.  I  think  they  were. 
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Q.  I  mean  the  movements  ? 

A.  I  mean  the  movements  and  change  of  positions. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  After  the  celebration  ? 

A.  I  don’t  know. 

Q.  Was  anything  sung  from  a  Prayer  Book  by  the  con¬ 
gregation  at  any  time  after  the  celebration  ? 

A.  That  morning  after  ante-Communion  something 
was  sung  that  sounded  to  me  like  the  Te  Deum  and  other 
masses,  which  I  could  not  understand. 

Q.  The  whole  of  the  Te  Deum  ? 

A.  I  thought  so. 

Q.  Was  the  prayer  from  Christ  Church  Militant  read? 

A.  I  did  not  hear  it,  sir. 

Q.  Was  the  first  part  of  the  exhortation  ? 

A.  1  did  not  hear  it. 

Q.  Did  you  see  the  second  part  of  the  exhortation  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  you  in  a  position  where  you  could  hear  it, 
had  it  been  read  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  I  had  the  Prayer  Book  in  my  hand,  and 
followed  it  very  closely. 

The  President  : 

Q.  You  speak  of  the  elevation  of  the  elements  above 
the  head  of  the  celebrant,  did  you  observe  any  gestures  of 
the  attendants  or  acolytes,  or  the  people  in  connection  with 
that  celebration  ? 

A.  I  noticed  the  gestures  on  the  part  of  those  in  the 
chancel,  I  did  not  look  into  the  congregation  to  see;  at  the 
time  my  attention  was  so  much  taken  up  with  what  was 
going  on  in  the  chancel,  that  I  did  not  look. 

Q.  What  movements  were  made  by  those  in  the  chan¬ 
cel,  if  an}7  ? 

A.  The  movements  were  kneeling  and  bowing  of  the 
head,  and  then  on  the  part  of  the  candle-bearers,  the  lifting 
up  of  the  candles  higher  than  the  position  which  the  figures 
occupy. 
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A  Member  : 

Q.  At  what  point  was  that  ? 

A.  At  the  pronouncing  of  the  words,  “  This  is  my 
body,”  and  “  This  is  my  blood.” 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  You  spoke  of  bowing  of  the  head  and  kneeling,  did 
you  see  on  the  part  of  the  celebrant  or  any  of  those  in  the 
chancel,  the  act  of  genuflection;  I  understand  genuflecting 
is  the  bending  of  one  knee  ? 

A.  I  didn’t  observe  that;  it  would  have  been  difficult 
to  have  been  certain  on  that  point  on  account  of  the  long 
robes  that  are  worn,  unless  you  had  been  very  near  to  the 
chancel,  which  I  was  not. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  the  acolytes  ? 

A.  Those  Avho  assist  in  the  way  of  bringing  the 
elements ;  bringing  the  priest  the  water  and  wine,  and 
making  themselves  generally  useful  in  the  chancel. 

Q.  How  many  were  there  ? 

A.  There  were  two  acolytes. 

Q.  Who  had  the  lights  ? 

A.  I  thought  that  two  that  had  the  lights  were  also 
acolytes. 

Q.  That  would  make  four,  two  inside  and  two  out¬ 
side  ? 

A.  Ho,  sir;  they  were  all  inside. 

Q.  That  would  make  four? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  There  were  four  acolytes,  and  the  candle-bearers 
were  acolytes  ? 

A.  As  I  believe  them  to  be,  yes,  sir;  there  were  three 

or  four. 

Q.  Those  who  raised  the  lights  would  be  called  acolytes, 
would  they  not? — I  want  to  see  whether  there  were  two  or 
four  or  six  of  those  attendants. 

A.  I  don’t  remember,  sir. 

Q.  Did  the  congregation  bow  or  genuflect  when  the 
elements  were  raised  ? 

A.  I  didn  t  notice,  I  was  so  busy;  I  didn’t  notice  what 
was  going  on,  except  in  the  chancel. 
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Q.  Did  you  understand  that  the  prayer  for  Christ’s 
Church  Militant  was  omitted  ? 

A.  I  did  not  hear  it. 

Q.  Was  it  omitted  ? 

A.  I  didn’t  notice  where  it  came  in ;  I  could  not  see 
that  it  came  in  anywhere. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  Had  you  a  Prayer  Book  in  your  hand  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  President  : 

Q.  Did  you  identify  any  sentences  or  hymns  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  Prayer  of  Consecration,  that  are  not  author¬ 
ized  in  the  Prayer  Book — not  in  the  Prayer  Book  ? 

A.  Ho,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  any  hymns  sung  from  the  Prayer  Book 
at  the  close  of  that  prayer  ? 

A.  No ,  sir. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  understand  if  you  remember  how 
the  choristers  were  disposed  of ;  those  I  understand  were 
choristers,  or  people  that  were  in  the  procession — how  they 
were  disposed  of  during  this  celebration  of  the  Holy  Com¬ 
munion  ? 

A.  They  were  between  the  chancel  and  Communion 
table,  in  the  body  of  the  church,  ranged  on  each  side,  facing 
each  other,  and  sideways  to  the  congregation,  about  equally 
divided  between  the  two  sides. 

Q.  Were  they  so  that  you  could  observe  their  position, 
postures  and  gestures  while  the  service  was  going  on  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  about  any  acts  of  adoration  on  their  part  ? 

A.  I  don’t  remember. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  What  were  those  lighted  candles  ? 

A.  Just  large,  waxen  candles. 

Q.  Where  were  they  placed  ? 

A .  They  were  placed  on  the  altar  and  super-altar,  and 
on  either  side  of  the  altar. 
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Q .  Who  lifted  them  ? 

A.  Those  boys  or  young  men  that  carried  them  ;  two  of 
them. 

Q.  Did  they  stand  on  the  floor  of  the  chancel,  or  had 
they  to  get  up? 

A.  They  stood,  at  first,  on  either  side  of  the  chancel,  on 
the  floor,  and  then  afterwards  were  taken  up  and  carried 
into  position. 

Q.  I  ask  how  those  boys  lifted  the  candles  ? 

A.  They  held  them  in  their  hands;  those  candles  were 
placed  on  the  floor  on  either  side. 

Q.  Each  had  a  single  candle  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir ;  one  large  candle. 

Q.  Besides  those  which  were  on  the  altar? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Which  were  left  ? 

A.  Those  two  that  those  boys  held  that  were  on  the 
chancel  steps. 

Q.  They  remained  there  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir  ;  they  remained. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Were  they  needed  to  give  light  to  the  chancel  ? 

A.  Yo,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  a  clear  day  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  there  was  a  perfect  blaze  of  light. 

Q.  Blaze  of  light  from  the  sun  ? 

A.  I  thought  you  referred  to  those  two  candles. 

Q.  Were  those  candles  that  were  on  the  altar  needed  to 
light  the  chancel  ? 

A.  As  I  observed,  there  was  gaslight,  also,  in  the  chan¬ 
cel,  concealed  from  the  congregation  by  the  columns  on 
either  side. 

Q.  It  was  morning  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Would  there  have  been  light  enough  without  any 
gaslight  for  the  prayer  and  ordinary  service  in  the  church  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 
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A  Member  : 

V.  _ 

Q.  What  lights  have  they  at  night  in  the  chancel  ? 

A.  The  candles  had  all  been  extinguished  there;  sim¬ 
ply  the  lights  extended  from  the  arch  of  the  chancel. 

Q.  That  was  sufficient  for  night  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  these  lamps  were  simply  lit. 

Q.  There  was  sufficient  light  in  the  chancel  that  night 
to  illuminate  the  chancel  ? 

A.  It  was  not  there  at  night. 

Q.  Was  it  dark  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  there  was  light  there,  but  I  don’t  know  to 
what  extent  the  lights  might  have  been  available;  gaslights 
were  used  ;  the  chancel  is  not  used  in  the  evening. 

(*>.  If  there  had  been  light  in  it  at  night  from  the  lights 
you  would  have  noticed  it,  wouldn’t  you?  • 

A.  I  could  not  say. 

The  President  : 

Q.  Was  there  need  of  these  candles,  in  the  chancel,  on 
the  Communion  table,  or  wherever  they  were ;  was  there 
need  of  these  candles,  in  order  to  have  sufficient  light  to 
perform  the  service  in  the  chancel  on  that  morning? 

A.  No,  sir ;  they  were  not  necessary. 

Q.  Whether  there  were  more  lights  than  were  needed  - 
for  that  purpose,  must  be  a  matter  of  judgment  or  opinion ; 

I  want  to  know  what  the  judgment  or  opinion  of  the  witness 
was  on  that  subject? 

A.  There  were  a  great  many  more  than  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  the  officiating  persons  to  read  the  service. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  there  was  no  Com¬ 
munion  service  in  the  evening  when  you  attended  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  There  was  none  ? 

A.  No,  sir.  * 

Q.  And  that  there  were  no  caudles  then  lighted  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 
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Another  Member  : 

Q.  Was  there  any  invitation  to  the  people  to  come  and 
partake  of  the  Holy  Communion  in  the  morning  service? 

A.  I  did  not  hear  any. 

Q.  At  the  usual  time  when  the  clergyman  proceeds  to 
administer,  did  the  celebrant  or  deacon,  or  whoever  he  was, 
stand  facing  the  congregation  with  his  back  to  the  Com¬ 
munion  table  as  if  prepared  to  receive  any  communicants 
that  might  approach? 

A.  Ho,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  not  done  ? 

A.  Ho,  sir. 

Q.  Then  there  was  not  any  gesture  in  anyway  that  you 
could  see  of  invitation  to  persons  to  come  to  receive  the 
Holy  Communion  ? 

A.  Hothing  that  I  could  see. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  W  ere  you  ever  there  at  any  other  occasion  to  Com¬ 
munion  service  ? 

A.  Ho,  sir. 

Hr.  Prescott  : 

Q.  You  said  you  saw  me  in  the  chancel ;  do  you  know 
whether  I  was  officiating  ? 

A.  I  said  that  I  was  not  positive  about  having1  seen  you 

Jl  o  k/ 

at  the  time;  -there  was  a  resemblance,  but  I  couldn't  say 
positively. 

Q.  Was  I  officiating,  if  you  did  see  me,  or  not? 

A.  I  am  not  positive ;  it  might  have  been  some  one 
that  resembled  you. 

Q.  Was  the  some  one  who  resembled  me,  you  think, 
officiating  there  at  the  time  ? 

A.  I  saw  some  one  who  resembled  you. 

Q.  Who  was  officiating  in  the  chancel  at  the  altar? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Was  he  officiating  as  the  celebrant? 
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Dr.  Prescott  :  I  want  him  to  say  whether  this  person 
was  officiating  or  not? 

A.  I  cannot  say  positively. 

Q.  You  certainly  must  know  who  was  officiating, 
whether  I  was  the  one  who  was  officiating  if  you  saw  me 
there? 

A.  I  could  not  be  positive. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Did  the  gentleman  whom  you  think  resembles  Mr. 
Prescott  officiate  ? 

A.  I  think  the  celebrant  resembled  this  gentleman. 

Mr.  Price  : 

Q.  Where  are  you  assistant  ? 

A.  I  am  assistant  at  the  Trinity  Church,  Oxford. 

Q.  What  experience  have  you  had  in  the  ritual  of  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  ? 

A.  I  was  brought  up  under  it ;  I  attended  the  service 
until  I  was  seventeen  years  old. 

Q.  Where  was  that  ? 

A.  In  Cuba. 

Q.  At  whose  request  did  you  attend  St.  Clement’s 
Church  ? 

A.  I  attended  at  the  request  of  a  friend  of  mine. 

Q.  What  is  his  name  ? 

The  President: — It  is  not  pertinent  to  the  subject,  at 
whose  request  he  went  there,  and  the  witness  is  not  required 
to  answer  such  questions;  we  are  not  inquiring  into  his 
character  or  his  actions. 

A  Member,  Dr.  Currie  : — I  am  the  gentleman  who 
requested  Mr.  Butler  to  visit  the  church. 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  banners  were  waved 
before  the  altar  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  By  whom  ? 

A.  By  the  persons  who  carried  them; 

Q.  That  you  are  sure  of? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  the  congregation  pros¬ 
trated  themselves  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Whom  did  \^ou  see  prostrate  themselves  ? 

A.  The  persons  who  were  in  the  chancel. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  “  prostrating  themselves  ”  ? 

A.  Kneeling  down,  bending  the  knee  and  bowing  the 
©  "  ©  © 

head. 

Q.  You  call,  then,  bowing  the  head  and  bending  the 
knee  prostration  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  in  an  Episcopal  Church,  in  your  life, 
where  you  did  not  see  the  same  thing;  that  is  to  say,  bend¬ 
ing  the  knee  and  bowing  the  head  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Prescott  : 

Q.  You  say  that  you  did  not  know  whether  the  Prayer 
for  Christ’s  Church  Militant  was  said  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  said,  or  what  do  you  suppose  was  said, 
after  the  oblation  and  elements  were  placed  upon  the  altar? 

A.  There  were  no  oblations  there,  that  particular  morn¬ 
ing,  the  23d  of  November,  1878. 

Q.  You  say  you  saw  elements  put  upon  the  altar;  what 
followed  that  ? 

A.  The  service. 

Q.  What  is  the  service  that  followed  that  ? 

A.  What  usually  follows  after  the  elements  are  placed 
upon  the  altar. 

Q.  You  say  that  they  were  followed  by  what  usually 
follows  in  the  Prayer  Book ;  after  the  placing  of  the  ele¬ 
ments  on  the  altar,  did  you  ever  see  anything  else  follow ;  I 
mean  what  followed  after  the  oblations  were  placed  on  the 
altar  ? 

A.  The  Communion  service,  as  I  suppose,  as  appeared 
to  me  at  the  time,  omitting  the  Prayer  for  Christ’s  Church 
Militant  and  the  Exhortation. 
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Q.  What  comes  in  the  Communion  service  after  the 
Exhortation  ? 

A.  The  General  Confession. 

Q.  Did  that  follow  immediately  after  the  placing  of  the 
elements  on  the  altar? 

A.  It  seemed  to  me  at  the  time. 

Q.  The  General  Confession  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  By  whom  was  the  General  Confession  said  ? 

A.  I  don’t  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  think  it  was  said  immediately  after  the 
placing  of  the  oblation  upon  the  altar  or  at  the  same  time  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Was  the  Prayer  of  the  said? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  By  whom? 

A.  I  don’t  know. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  that  distinctly  ? 

A.  I  thought  I  heard  it,  sir ;  I  did  not  follow  very 
closely,  hut  I  thought  I  heard  that. 

Q.  You  are  just  as  sure  that  there  was  no  offering 
taken  up  as  that  ? 

A.  I  am  quite  positive  that  the  offering  was  not 
taken  up. 

Q.  You  did  not  see  that? 

A.  Ho,  sir. 

Q.  Then  you  are  just  as  sure  that  the  Christ  Church 
Militant  was  not  said  ? 

A.  I  could  not  place  it,  sir. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Were  you  ever  in  the  chancel? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  not  in  St.  Clement’s  Church. 

Q.  Do  you  know  -what  means  of  access  there  is  for 
light,  and  what  kind  of  windows  are  there  ? 

A.  The  chancel  is  rather  dark. 


45 


Q.  Do  you  know  what  kind  of  windows  they  have 
there  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Prescott  : 

Q.  Are  there  any  windows  there  ? 

A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  If  there  are  no  windows  there,  how  would  the  cele„ 
brant  be  able  to  carry  on  this  service  without  lights ;  you 
said  there  were  no  lights  in  the  chancel ;  was  the  chancel 
used  at  all  at  night  ? 

A.  No,  sir :  excepting  one  or  two  collects,  there  were 
there ;  there  were  two  or  three  collects,  which  the 
minister  said  kneeling  on  the  steps  of  the  chancel,  but  there 

V 

was  no  other  use  made  of  the  chancel. 

Mr,  McMurtrie  : 

Q.  Didn’t  go  inside  of  the  rail  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Prescott  : 

Q.  Could  anybody  have  seen  at  the  altar  without  the 
use  of  lights  ? 

A.  No,  sir  ;  they  could  not  have  seen  without  some 
light. 

Q.  Was  the  light  in  the  church  sufficient  to  light  the 
altar  in  the  body  of  the  church  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  to  prevent  you  seeing  if  there 
had  been  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Diehl  : 

Q.  Was  the  Blessed  Sacrament  offered  b}’  one  priest  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  hold  both  at  the  same  time  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  it  was  presented  to  the  congregation,  was  it  held 
by  the  same  priest,  or  did  one  of  the  boys  hold  the  chalice, 
and  the  other  the  paten  ? 

A.  I  don’t  remember. 
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A  Member  : 

Q.  You  said  you  did  not  hear  any  invitation  to  persons 
to  communicate ;  what  did  you  expect  to  hear;  what  did 
you  mean  by  that  ? 

A.  I  should  have  expected  to  have  heard  some  intima¬ 
tion  that  the  congregation  was  desired  to  partake  of  it. 

Q.  Something  that  you  would  hear;  did  you  expect 
the  clergyman  to  interpolate  ? 

A.  If  I  said  I  did  not  hear,  I  made  a  mistake  there. 

Q.  You  did  not  see? 

A.  Yo,  sir;  I  did  not  observe. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Did  you  hear  the  last  part  of  the  exhortation? 

A.  I  did  not. 

Another  Member  : 

Q.  Did  you  hear  the  other  exhortation.  “  Ye  who  are 
minded  to  come  into  the  Holy  Communion  ?” 

A.  Yo,sir. 

Mr.  Diehl  : 

Q.  Did  you  hear  the  Commandments. 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  the  collect  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  I  heard  the  collect. 

Q.  Did  you  use  the  Prayer  Book  that  you  took  with 
you,  or  one  that  you  found  in  the  church  ? 

A.  One  that  I  found  in  the  church. 

Q.  Did  you  follow  the  service  by  that  Prayer  Book  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Dr.  Prescott  : 

Q.  AYas  the  General  Confession  said  by  the  congrega¬ 
tion,  or  choir,  or  by  the  officiating  clergyman,  only  ? 

A.  I  cannot  answer  as  to  that ;  I  have  no  recollection. 

Mr.  Diehl  : 

Q.  Did  you  hear  any  exhortation? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Dr.  Prescott  : 

Q.  Did  you  hear  the  Absolution  pronounced? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  What  preceded  that  ? 

A.  General  Confession.- 

Q.  I  thought  you  said,  a  moment  ago,  you  could  not  tell 
whether  it  was  said  ? 

A.  I  could  not  remember  what  was  said  by  the  congre¬ 
gation;  it  was  said  in  the  chancel,  of  course;  hut  I  did  not 
notice  whether  the  congregation  generally  or  to  what  extent 
the}7  joined  ;  as  I  said  some  time  ago,  I  did  not  observe  the 
actions  of  the  congregation ;  I  was  paying  attention  to  what 
was  going  on  in  the  chancel. 

/ 

Mr.  Diehl  : 

Q.  Did  Dr.  Currie  mention  any  particular  purpose  for 
which  he  wanted  you  to  go  there  ? 

A.  He  requested  me  to  attend  the  service  and,  as  I 
understood  at  the  time,  he  wished  to  know  what  the  service 
was  himself;  I  did  not  know  what  other  object. 

Q.  Did  you  make  a  report  to  him  of  what  you  had 
seen  and  heard  ? 

A.  I  did. 

Q.  In  writing? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  made  that  report  which  is  published  to  Dr. 
Currie  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  At  once,  immediately  after  the  service. 

A.  Yes,  sir;  as  soon  as  I  could  get  home  and  tran¬ 
scribe  it? 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  for  what  use  it  was  to  be  ? 

A.  I  don’t  remember. 

Q.  You  knew  that  you  were  going  for  that  purpose 
before  you  went  ? 

A.  I  went  for  that  purpose. 

Q.  And  is  it  possible  you  did  not  observe  whether  the 
prayer  for  Christ’s  Church  Militant  was  said  ? 

A.  I  could  not  place  it  in  the  service ;  I  followed  it  in 
the  Prayer  Book. 

Q.  You  know,  of  course,  where  this  prayer  is  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 


48 


Dr.  Prescott  : 

Q.  You  do  say  it  did  not  come  after  the  placing  of  the 
elements  upon  the  altar,  but  the  General  Confession  came 
there  ? 

A.  I  thought  so. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  the  Comfortable  Words 
were  said  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  State  what  followed  in  the  service  after  the  Com¬ 
fortable  Words  were  said? 

A.  In  regular  position. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Did  I  understand  you  that  you  wrote  this  account 
the  same  day  that  you  had  visited  the  church  ? 

A.  It  was  either  the  same  day ;  I  made  my  notes  out 
in  writing  on  the  same  day ;  the  very  copy  which  was  sub¬ 
sequently  printed;  it  may  have  been  a  transcribing  of  what 
I  wrote  immediately  after ;  I  am  not  positive  as  to  that. 

Q.  I  mean  you  wrote  it  whilst  it  was  fresh  in  your 
memory  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Diehl  : 

Q.  Were  you  taking  notes  during  the  service? 

A.  To  some  extent ;  I  did  not  do  very  much  of  it. 
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THE  STATEMENT,  ETC. 

To  the  Right  Rev.  William  Bacon  Stevens,  Bishop  of  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  Diocese  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Oliver  Sherman  Prescott,  Priest  and  Rector  of  St. 
Clement’s  Church,  Philadelphia,  having  read  certain  charges 
of  irregularities  in  the  conduct  of  Divine  Service  in  St. 
Clement’s  Church  during:  the  celebration  of  the  Holv  Com- 
munion,  made  in  a  letter  dated  June  2,  1879,  and  signed, 
“  William  Bacon  Stevens,  Bishop,’’  and  addressed  to  the 
“  Standing  Committee,  Diocese  of  Pennsylvania,”  and  hav¬ 
ing  heard  certain  evidence  given  before  the  same  William 
Bacon  Stevens,  Bishop,  and  the  same  Standing  Committee, 
comes  and  offers  the  statement  and  explanation  and  protest 
following  : 

Charge  I. — “  Genuflections,  prostrations,  bowing  to  or 
before  the  Lord’s  Table  by  the  clergy  and  choristers.” 

(A)  “  Genuflections.” — On  or  about  May  1,  1879,  he 
caused  to  be  posted  in  the  vestry-room  of  St.  Clement’s 
Church,  a  notice,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy  : 

“  Directions  for  Priests  celebrating  in  this  Parish 
“  There  may  be  no  genuflections,  and  no  kneeling 
except  for  purposes  of  private  devotion,  from  the  Prayer  of 
Humble  Access  till  the  Benediction.” 

“  There  may  be  no  elevations  of  the  sacred  species  above 
the  head,  and  those  with  reference  to  God  only.” 

“The  whole  Canon  must  be  said  so  as  to  be  heard  and 
followed  by  the  people.” 

0.  S.  PRESCOTT, 

Rector. 


A  few  weeks  later  there  was  added  to  clause  first: 
“  This  rule  is  extended  to  servers.” 

These  directions  have  been  followed. 

(-B)  “  Prostrations.” — He  has  never  used  prostrations. 
Being  told  that  thev  were  used  bv  others,  he  has  spoken 
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against  them  both  public!}’  and  privately.  He  cannot  say,  of 
his  own  knowledge,  that  anything  which  he  should  call  a 
prostration  ever  has  been  used  in  St.  Clement's  Church. 
What  he  has  seen  has  been  a  low  bending  of  the  body,  while 
those  so  bowing  were  kneeling  upon  their  knees. 

(C)  “  Bowing  to  or  before,”  etc. — It  is  the  custom  at 
St.  Clement's  Church  on  coming  into  or  going  out  of  church 
to  make  an  act  of  reverence  by  turning  to  the  east ;  such  act 
may  be  a  look,  or  a  slight  bending  of  the  head,  or,  on  the 
part  of  a  woman,  a  curtsy. 

Charge  II. — “The  use  of  candles  and  lights  in  the  chan¬ 
cel  beyond  what  are  needed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light." 

(A)  “  The  use  of  candles." — Candles  have  been  held  in 
the  hands  of  persons  during  the  singing  ot  the  “  Holy,  Holy, 
Holy,"  and  during  that  part  of  the  prayer  of  Consecration 
in  which  are  recited  the  words  of  our  Lord  at  the  Institution 
of  the  Blessed  Sacrament. 

(JB)  “  Lights  beyond  what  are  needed,”  etc. — It  would 

be  difficult  to  sav  exactly  how  much  light  is  needed.  It 

would  depend  upon  the  weather  and  the  time  of  service. 

On  most  davs,  and  always  at  earlv  services,  some  lights 

would  be  necessary. 

«/ 

He  must  beg  leave  to  add  that  in  saving  this,  he  does 
not  mean  to  imply  that  he  should  not  use  lights  for  purposes 

of  beautv  and  decoration,  and  also  to  svmbolize  truths  which 

«/  '  «. 

they  are  used  to  svmbolize  in  the  Word  of  God. 

«/ 

Charge  III. — “  The  wearing  of  various  kinds  of  vest- 

■  i _ ' 

ments  and  ornaments  by  the  clergy  other  than  the  usual 
and  recognized  vestments  which  have  been  worn  bv  the 
clergy  of  this  Diocese  from  the  beginning.  " 

He  objects  to  the  term  “ornaments"  as  not  being  suffi¬ 
ciently  explicit,  and  as  not  conveying  any  idea  to  his  mind. 

As  regards  vestments,  he  wears  such  as  he  found  in  use 
in  the  church  when  he  became  its  rector,  and  such  as  he  has 
worn  ever  since  he  was  made  a  priest  in  1848,  and  such  as 
are  used  in  other  Dioceses  of  this  Church,  with  the  sanction 
of  some  and  the  example  of  others  of  the  Bishops  of  those 
Dioceses,  The  difference  between  the  vestments  worn  in 
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St.  Clement’s  and  in  some  other  of  the  churches  in  which 
he  has  ministered  is  in  color  and  beauty  of  embroidery,  and 
not  in  shape  or  fashion. 

Charge  IV. — 44  The  elevation  of  the  Bread  and  Wine 
during  or  after  the  Consecration,  so  as  to  expose  them  to  the 
people  as  objects  towards  which  adoration  is  to  be  made.’5 

This  charge,  he  conceives,  is  covered  by  the  paper  given 
under  Charge  I. 

Charge  V. — 44  The  employment  of  acolytes  or  4  servers’ 

in  the  celebration  of  the  Holv  Communion.” 

*/ 

Under  the  rubric  immediately  following  what  are  called 
the  Offertory  sentences,  he  feels  at  liberty  to  employ  such 
young  men  as  he  may  deem  44  fit  persons  ”  to  assist  in  the 
collection  of  the  alms  of  the  people,  and  to  render  such  other 
help — not  clerical — as  is,  or  might  be  given  by  the  sexton  or 
by  an  assistant  minister. 

Charge  VI. — 44  The  celebration  of  the  Holv  Communion 

*/ 

at  times  and  under  circumstances  when  the  members  of  the 
congregation  are  neither  invited  nor  expected  to  partake.” 

He  has  reason  to  think  that  difficultv  has  arisen  in  the 

•/ 

minds  of  some  in  regard  to  this  charge,  because  of  a  notice 
which  was  given  in  Church,  warning  non-parishioners  against 
presenting  themselves  for  Communion  at  late  celebrations  on 
the  great  Festivals.  This  warning  was  cancelled  on  Novem¬ 
ber  30th,  1879,  by  the  reading  at  the  morning  and  night  ser¬ 
vices  of  the  notice  following  : 

44  The  Rector  wishes  me  to  give  notice,  that  in  conse¬ 
quence  of  the  non-attendance  of  communicants  at  the  twelve 
o'clock  celebration  on  the  first  Sunday  in  this  month,  and 
because  of  the  reduction  of  our  staff  of  priests,  that  celebra¬ 
tion  will  be  discontinued.  There  will  be  no  celebration  after 
Morning  Prayer  next  Sunday. 

44  As  to  persons  desiring  to  communicate  at  the  late 
celebration  on  Festivals,  the  Rector  wishes  it  distinctly 
understood,  that  while  on  every  account  earl}"  Communions 
are  most  desirable,  he  does  not  wish  any  parishioner  to  feel 
that  he  may  not  communicate  at  those  times,  if  he  caunot 
well  do  so  earlier.  Parishioners  are  quite  free  in  this  matter ; 
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and  the  restriction  in  regard  to  non-parishioners,  imposed 
because  of  an  act  of  sacrilege,  the  danger  of  which  being 
passed,  is  withdrawn;  though  such  persons,  if  residents  in 
the  city,  ought  to  communicate  on  Festivals  in  their  own 
churches.” 

No  verbal  invitation  is  ever  extended  to  the  people, 
except  in  the  form  provided  in  the  exhortation,  “  Ye  that  do 
truly,”  etc,  and  this,  so  far  as  he  knows  and  believes,  has 
been  used  whenever  there  has  been  a  celebration. 

Besides  this,  a  silent  invitation  for  people  to  approach 
is  given  by  the  priest  turning  towards  them  when  he  is 
ready  to  communicate  them — an  act  mistaken  for  an  eleva¬ 
tion  for  purposes  of  adoration  by  one  of  the  witnesses. 
This  invitation,  though  not  directed  to  be  given  by  the 
Prayer  Book,  has  never  been  omitted,  so  far  as  he  knows, 
except  on  two  occasions,  one  of  which  was  St.  Clement’s 
Day,  1878,  and  the  other  within  a  week  of  that  day.  The 
Rev.  Carlos  E.  Butler  testified  that  he  was  present  on  one  of 
those  occasions. 

Charge  YII. — “  Prayers,  sentences,  hymns  and  rites  in 
the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion  which  are  not 
authorized  by  our  Book  of  Common  Prayer;  and  also  the 
omission  of  what  is  prescribed,  as  for  example,  the  exhorta¬ 
tion  to  those  ‘  Who  mind  to  come,’  and  to  those  who  come 
to  the  Holy  Communion.” 

(H)  “  Prayers.” — No  prayers  other  than  those  provided 
in  the  Bo<  k  of  Common  Prayer  have  ever  been  used  by 
himself  or  any  one  else  in  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Com¬ 
munion. 

(B)  44  Sentences.” — In  regard  to  sentences  he  cannot 
speak  so  positively,  because  the  responsibility  for  the  anthems 
sung  be  has  placed  largely  on  others.  He  cannot,  however, 
recollect  any  anthem  which  has  been  sung  during  the  cele¬ 
bration  which  was  not  taken  from  the  Bible  or  the  Book  of 
Common  Prayer. 

(C)  44  Hymns.” — Except  the  Sunday-school  service, 
and  two  hymns  out  of  those  used  by  the  children,  no  hymns, 
so  far  as  he  knows,  have  been  used  in  the  celebrations  which 
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have  not  now,  or  which  have  not  at  some  time  had  the  sanc¬ 
tion  of  the  General  Convention. 

(D)  “  Rites.” — He  excepts  to  this  as  indefinite,  but 
answers  generally  that  no  illegal  thing  has  been  practiced 
during  the  celebration  of  the  Hoi}’  Communion. 

(JEJ)  “  Omission  of  what  is  prescribed,”  etc. 

The  warning  addressed  to  those  of  the  congregation 
who  are  present  for  the  purpose  of  communion,  is  generally 
omitted  by  himself,  and  by  others  with  his  sanction.  The 
invitation,  “Ye  who  do  truly,”  etc.,  has  never  been  omitted. 

Having  made  this  explanation  and  statement,  he  pro¬ 
tests  against  being  called  upon  to  notice  Charges  II.,  III. 
and  V  (lights,  vestments  and  lay-helpers),  because  they  have 
reference  to  accessories,  and  are  not  Acts  of  Worship,  or  if 
they  are  “  Acts”  because  they  are  not  like  Acts  to  elevations 
and  genuflections  ;  and  in  any  case  do  not  symbolize  errone¬ 
ous  doctrine. 

He  asks  for  the  removal  of  these  charges,  and  he  further 
protests,  most  solemnly,  against  his  being  admonished  to 
give  up,  as  irregularities,  any  of  the  practices  used  in  St. 
Clement’s  Church,  in  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Com¬ 
munion. 

In  regard  to  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses,  he  denies, 
among  other  things,  that  the  organ  has  ever  been  played 
during  the  entire  service  ;  he  denies  that  the  invitation  to 
those  who  come  for  the  purpose  of  communion,  “  Ye  who 
do  truly,”  etc.,  has  ever  been  omitted;  he  deuies  that  the 
Offertory,  or  the  Prayer  for  Christ’s  Church  Militant,  were 
not  said  in  their  proper  places  on  St.  Clement’s  Day,  1878  ; 
and  he  declares  that  he  is  not  the  person  whom  Rev.  Mr. 
Butler  thought  that  he  recognized  on  that  same  day.  Mr. 
Butler  seems  to  have  mistaken  Mr.  Longridge  for  him,  at 
least  Mr.  Longridge  was  the  celebrant.  He  did  not  officiate 
in  any  way  at  that  service. 

He  wishes  to  add,  that  whenever  he  assists  at  a  celebra¬ 
tion  by  administering  the  cup,  he  kneels  at  his  going  to  and 
leaving  the  altar. 

He  does  not  mean  to  deny,  that  through  inadvertence  or 
forgetfulness,  the  Clergy  of  the  Parish  or  visiting  priests 
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for  some  other  reason,  may  not  have  done  some  of  the  acts 
alleged.  If  such  has  been  the  case,  it  has  been  very  excep¬ 
tional. 

All  which  is  respectfully  submitted. 

0.  S.  PRESCOTT, 

Rector  of  St.  Clement's. 

Philadelphia,  February  3d,  1880. 

I  can  certify  to  the  correctness  of  the  above  statement. 

t J 

B.  W.  MATURIN', 

Associate  Priest. 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief  the  above  state¬ 
ment  is  accurate. 

D.  CONYERS, 

Associate  Priest. 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief  everything  con¬ 
tained  in  the  above  printed  statement  is  perfectly  true. 

WILBERFORCE  WELLS, 

Assistant  Minister. 

Monday,  February  16,  1880,  7:30  o’clock  P.  M. 

FRANCIS  WELLS  called  at  the  request  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  and  examined. 

By  the  President  of  the  Committee  : 

Question. — Have  you  attended  service  at  St.  Clement’s 
Church  when  the  Communion  was  celebrated? 

Answer. — I  have  ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  ? 

A.  I  think  both  occasions  were  in  May  last;  they  must 
have  been  ;  I  remember  the  date  of  the  second  occasion  was 
the  14th  of  May  ;  the  other  was  a  few  days  previous  to 
that. 

Q.  You  made  a  report  at  the  time  ? 

A.  I  made  a  report  of  the  second  of  those  services  ;  I 
made  no  report  of  the  first  one. 
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Q.  Is  that  report  correct  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir  ;  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  it  is:  that 
was  a  report  of  a  service  on  a  week-day — I  think  the  14th 
of  May ;  I  have  a  copy  of  the  report  as  printed  in  the  paper. 

Q.  On  this  occasion  when  you  attended,  something  is 
said  of  a  notice  that  was  given  on  the  Sunday  previous; 
were  you  present  on  the  Sunday  before  the  14th  ? 

A.  I  am  not  sure  whether  it  was  the  Sunday  before  or 

«/ 

two  Sundays  before ;  my  impression  is  that  it  was  the 
Sunday  before — yes,  it  was. 

Q.  Was  a  notice  given  on  that  occasion  of  this  service  ? 

A.  I  have  not  refreshed  my  memory  in  regard  to  any 
of  the  incidents  of  those  services;  I  will  say  that  there  is  in 
the  paper  a  full  statement  which  I  would  prefer  to  verify  or 
not  as  the  case  may  be,  rather  than  to  speak  from  memory  at 
this  time;  that  is  my  own  writing  and  is  my  own  statement 
of  what  I  then  saw  and  heard. 

Q.  It  was  made  and  printed  on  the  same  day  when 
you  were  present  ? 

A.  It  was  printed  on  Wednesday — the  same  day  I  was 
present — at  the  second  service. 

Q.  It  is  there  stated  that  a  certain  notice  was  given  on 
the  previous  Sunday;  who  gave  that  notice  ? 

A.  The  notice  referred  to  was  given  by  the  rector, 
Father  Prescott ;  I  answer  from  the  printed  statement  before 
me. 

Q.  What  were  the  reasons  assigned,  if  any  reasons 
were  driven,  or  some  of  them,  bv  the  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  for 
hoi  din  o'  that  service  ? 

A.  The  first  reason  assigned  was  that  Dr.  DeKoven 
was  a  distinguished  champion  of  that  eucharistic  worship  to 
which  St.  Clement’s  Church  is  so  devoted  ;  I  do  not  profess 
to  give  the  literal  words  of  the  notice;  this  was  not  a 
stenographic  report ;  it  simply  gives  the  substance  ;  there 
were  three  reasons  given. 

Q.  Who  was  the  celebrant  at  that  second  service  ? 

*  A.  The  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  was  the  celebrant  at  the 
second  service. 
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Q.  When  notice  had  been  given  of  this  service  was  it 
designated  by  any  special  style  as  to  what  sort  of  service  it 
should  be,  or  for  what  purpose  it  should  be  held  ? 

A.  That  I  cannot  answer;  I  do  not  recollect  what 
phrase  was  used  to  indicate  the  service. 

Q.  But  it  was  to  have  some  reference  to  Dr.  DeKoven? 

A.  Yes;  it  was  to  be  a  service  in  reference  to  the 
death  of  the  Rev.  Dr.  DeKoven. 

Q.  What  gestures  were  made,  if  any,  at  the  consecra¬ 
tion  of  the  elements  by  the  celebrant? 

A.  I  will  have  to  refresh  my  memory  by  looking  at  the 
article  in  the  paper :  at  the  close  of  the  Sanctus,  Father 
Prescott  proceeded  with  the  consecration,  elevating  the  ele¬ 
ments  in  turn  above  his  head. 

Q.  Did  he  use  genuflections  ? 

A.  Kone  that  I  appear  to  have  observed ;  there  are 
none  noted  ;  there  are  gestures  mentioned  afterwards;  dur¬ 
ing  the  singing  of  the  Agnus  Dei,  which  was  sung  after  a 
hymn  that  was  sung  at  the  end  of  the  Prayer  of  Consecra¬ 
tion,  the  celebrant  and  the  deacon,  who  was  Father 
Maturin,  communicated,  and  then  turned  towards  the  con¬ 
gregation,  holding  up  respectively  the  paten  and  chalice, 
making  the  sign  of  the  cross;  the  service  at  this  point  dif¬ 
fered  from  the  celebration  of  the  Sunday  last,  in  the  fact 
that  this  attitude  was  preserved  for  the  space  of  a  minute 
or  more,  and  was  responded  to  by  three  gentlemen,  who 
advanced  from  the  nave  and  aisles,  making  a  genuflection 
at  the  lower  step  of  the  chancel,  receiving  the  consecrated 
elements,  and  on  returning,  again  turning  and  making  a 
genuflection  toward  the  altar;  the  officiating  priests  then 
returned  to  the  altar,  each  bending  the  knee  as  the  elements 
were  replaced  upon  it. 

Q.  Did  the  people  perform  any  acts  of  adoration  or 
worship  towards  the  elements,  which  you  observed  ? 

A.  I  have  just  mentioned  the  case  of  three  members  of 
the  congregation  who  communicated, who  made  these  genu¬ 
flections  upon  approaching  and  retiring  from  the  chancel ;  I 
do  not  remember  of  observing  anything  else  of  that  kind. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  what  music  was  performed,  or  what 
piece,  or  anthem  or  mass  was  performed  on  that  occasion  ? 

A.  The  music  was  what  is  commonly  known  as  Cheru¬ 
bini’s  Requiem  Mass. 

Q.  Was  that  sung  ? 

A.  It  was  sung  by  a  large  choir  of  about  thirty  voices, 
I  should  say  ;  I  do  not  know  the  exact  number;  they  were 
accompanied  by  an  organ  and  an  orchestra. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  any  anthems  or  parts  contained 
in  it  ? 

A.  In  answer  to  that  question,  I  would  say  that  not 
being  familiar  with  that  Requiem  Mass,  I  inquired  at  the  end 
of  the  service  ;  after  the  service  I  asked  the  Rev.  Mr.  Mor¬ 
timer,  who  conducted  the  musical  part  of  the  service,  to 
give  me  the  names  of  several  anthems  which  had  been  sung, 
and  I  adopted  in  this  report  the  names  which  he  gave  me; 
the  first  was  the  Kyrie. 

Q.  At  what  part  of  the  service  was  that  ? 

A.  The  Kyrie  was  at  the  commencement  of  the  service  ; 
the  service  opened  with  that;  the  only  service  was  the  Com¬ 
munion  service;  after  the  epistle,  the  Dies  Irae  was  sung; 
that  was  sung  between  the  epistle  and  the  gospel;  after  the 
Trisagion ,  the  Sanctus  was  sung  from  the  same  Mass. 

Q.  You  are  sure  that  the  Trisagion  was  first  sung. 

A.  The  Trisagion  was  intoned  by  Father  Maturin,  and 
the  comfortable  words  Sursum  Corda  ;  after  that  the  Sanctus 
was  sung  in  its  regular  place,  I  think;  at  the  end  of  the 
Praver  of  Consecration,  the  hvmn  was  sun^  called  “Loving: 
Jesus,”  which  Father  Mortimer  told  me  that  he  had  adapted 
to  music  by  the  same  author,  Cherubini,  for  that  occasion,  as 
I  understood  him  ;  I  do  not  know  whether  I  am  calling  this 
person  by  his  right  name;  immediately  after  that,  the  Agnus 
Dei  was  sung;  that  was  at  the  end  of  the  Prayer  of  Conse¬ 
cration,  and  it  was  during  the  singing  of  the  Agnus  Dei  that 
the  clergy  and  the  three  gentlemen  whom  I  have  spoken  of 
from  the  congregation  communicated  ;  the  Lord’s  Prayer 
was  then  sung;  that  was  all  that  was  sung  of  the  Mass  ;  the 
Ch'edo  and  the  Gloria  were  omitted,  which,  I  believe,  is  char- 
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acteristic  of  all  Requiem  Masses,  as  I  understand  it ;  the 
only  other  singing  was  the  Nunc  Dimittis ,  chanted  by  the 
choir  as  they  filed  from  the  church. 

Q.  Were  any  words  from  the  Mass  appropriate  to  its 
being  a  Requiem  Mass  sung  ? 

A.  Where  I  sat,  which  was  more  than  half-way,  I  sup¬ 
pose,  down  the  middle  aisle,  I  was  unable  to  recognize  the 
words  that  were  sung,  and  therefore  made  inquiry  about 
them  :  I  was  informed  that  the  words  sung:  were  words 
adapted  by  the  Rev.  Mr.  Mortimer  to  the  music  of  the 
Mass,  and  what  the  words  were  I  do  not  know;  the  musical 
passage  of  the  Requiem  Mass,  which,  in  the  Mass,  is  connected 
with  the  representative  words  which  distinguish  a  Requiem 
Mass  from  other  Masses,  was  sung  with  some  words,  that  is, 
the  Requiem  Eternarn  Dona  eis  Domine ,  but  with  what  words 
I  am  unable  to  say ;  the  musical  passage  was  sung  with 
some  words. 

Q.  What  collect  was  used  before  the  epistle  ? 

A.  The  collect  of  the  burial  service,  which  begins  “O 
Merciful  God;”  that  was  used  at  the  conclusion  of  the 
Kyrie  with  which  the  service  began;  immediately  on  the 
close  of  the  Kyrie  the  collect  was  said. 

Q.  Was  it  immediately  before  the  epistle  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  From  what  part  of  the  Scripture  was  the  epistle 
taken  ? 

A.  It  was  taken  from  the  4th  chapter  of  the  First 
Thessalonians,  13th  to  16th  verses,  inclusive. 

Q.  Was  it  the  epistle  for  the  day — that  is  the  Sunday 
preceding  ? 

A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  As  to  the  accuracy  of  your  published  report  from 
which  you  have  refreshed  your  memory,  what  comment,  if 
any,  have  you  had  from  the  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  ? 

A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have  had  anv  comment  from 
the  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  about  it,  certainly  not  addressed 
to  me  personally ;  I  heard  of  a  very  complimentary  com¬ 
ment  of  Mr.  Prescott  with  regard  to  its  accuracy  afterwards, 
but  I  cannot  vouch  for  it,  as  it  came  to  me  only  second-hand  ; 
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it  was  not  sent  to  me  as  a  message ;  I  would  like  to  say 
that  this  whole  statement  of  the  service  which  I.  referred  to 
iu  the  paper  was  written  by  myself  with  special  care,  in  order 
that  I  might  publish  a  perfectly  accurate  account  of  this 
service,  and  I  deviated  from  the  usual  order  of  business  by 
going  myself  to  attend  the  service  to  write  the  account  of 
it,  instead  of  sending  a  reporter  to  do  so,  fearing  that  the 
reporter  might  be  unfamiliar  with  the  technicalities  of  the 
service,  and  not  wishing  to  have  an  inaccurate  statement 
published ;  I  wanted  it  to  be  literally  correct. 

By  Mr.  Olmsted  : 

Q.  You  say  on  the  Sunday  preceding  this  service, 
notice  was  given  from  the  pulpit  of  the  service,  with  some 
remarks;  please  state  what  they  were,  as  well  as  you  can 
recollect  ? 
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A.  As  near  as  I  can  recollect,  after  the  Rev.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
cott  went  into  the  pulpit,  and  I  think  before  his  sermon, 
according  to  my  recollection  now,  he  gave  notice  of  this 
special  service. 

Q.  Can  you  recollect  the  language  ? 

A.  I  cannot,  except  that  it  was  to  be  a  memorial  service 
in  reference  to  the  death  of  the  Rev.  Dr.  DeKoven,  and 
three  reasons  were  given  for  the  service  being  held  at  St. 
Clement’s,  which  reasons  I  stated  in  this  language,  which 
preserves  it  as  nearly  as  I  can  recollect,  as  I  did  not  make 
any  note  of  it  on  the  spot :  First,  That  Dr.  DeKoven  was  a 
distinguished  champion  of  that  eueharistic  worship  to  which 
St.  Clement’s  Church  is  so  devoted  ;  Second ,  That  Dr.  De 
Koven  made  his  first  confession  to  a  priest  of  that  church; 
Third ,  That  he  had  died  suffering  under  the  great  wrong  of 
odium  and  obloquy  inflicted  upon  him  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  truth  of  which  he  was  a  confessor;  those  are  not 
the  precise  words  of  the  notice,  but  I  believe  they  were  the 
notice  substantially. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

4?.  M  hat  was  the  date  of  this  second  service  ? 

A.  The  fourteenth  of  May,  1879. 

Q.  What  ecclesiastical  Sunday  was  it  ? 

A,  I  reallv  don't  know. 

%/ 
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Q.  Are  you  able  to  say  whether  the  epistle  was  the 
proper  epistle  for  the  day  ? 

A.  No,  my  impression  is  that  it  was  a  special  epistle 
selected. 

Dr.  Currie  : 

Q.  Was  the  Gloria  in  Excelsis  sung  at  that  service  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  sung  instead  of  it  at  that  point  • 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  recollect  that  the  rubric  states  that  the  Gloria 
in  Excelsis  shall  be  sung  or  else  a  hymn  in  place  of  it — was 
that  rubric  obeyed  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  there  was  nothing. 

Q.  It  was  passed  over  entirely? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

A  Member  : 

Q.  You  spoke  of  the  Credo  being  omitted — that  is  the 
Creed  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  omitted  at  the  proper  place? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  not  used;  the  Communion  service 
was  used. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  was  this  service  ? 

A.  Early  in  the  morning,  about  7  o’clock,  I  think. 

Q.  You  say  that  the  Creed  was  not  used  on  that  occa¬ 
sion  ? 

A.  No,  sir. 

The  President  : 

Q.  He  means,  as  I  understand  him,  the  Credo  of  the 
Mass  ? 

A  Member  : 

Q.  Nor  the  Creed  either  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  my  recollection  is  that  it  was  omitted. 

Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  You  said  at  the  requiem  passage,  there  was  some 
words  sung  ;  were  those  words  from  the  Prayer  Book? 

A.  I  could  not  say  ;  I  could  not  hear  the  words  ;  I  heard 
words  sung  but  I  could  not  identify  them. 
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Q.  You  think  the  Sanctus  was  sung  after  the  Trisagion  \ 
what  do  you  mean  hy  the  Sanctus  ? 

A.  I  mean  “  Holy,  Holy,  Holy,”  and  the  words  that 
follow  ;  I  do  not  know  whether  the  words  were  all  sung  in 
the  precise  form  in  which  they  stand  in  our  Prayer  Book  or 
not,  but  it  was  the  Sanctus  of  the  Mass  which  corresponds 
with  the  Sanctus  of  our  service. 

Q.  What  do  you  call  the  Sanctus  of  our  service  ? 

A.  The  conclusion  of  the  Trisagion. 

By  the  President  : 

Q.  Something  was  said  about  the  time  at  which  this 
service  was  held;  was  it  after  the  Convention  that  this  ser¬ 
vice,  on  the  14th  of  May,  was  held  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  the  Sunday  immediately  following 
the  adjournment  of  the  Convention,  and  the  Wednesday 
was  immediately  following  that. 

Hr.  Currie  : 

You  may  not  be  able  to  remember  the  words  of  that 
requiem  passage  at  all ;  hut  do  you  recollect  the  point  of  the 
service  at  which  it  came  in  ? 

A.  It  conies  in  in  the  Kjrie,  at  the  opening  of  the  ser¬ 
vice. 

Q.  Before  the  service  commences? 

A.  Ho;  the  first  part  of  the  service;  it  comes  in  the 
Kyrie,  and  is  added  to  the  ordinary  Kyrie  of  the  ordinary 
Mass;  and,  as  I  have  always  understood,  constitutes  the 
distinguishing  feature  of  a  Requiem  Mass. 

A  Member  : 

Some  of  us  don’t  understand  these  words  :  of  course 
we  know  what  Kyrie  means;  what  does  it  stand  for? 

A.  It  stands  for  “  0  Lord.” 

Q.  WRiat  is  the  rest  of  it  ? 

A.  I  am  not  able  to  say,  for  the  reason  that  I  have 
already  given,  that  I  have  heard  that  they  are  simply  the 
technical  names  of  each  of  these  anthems ;  they  were  given 
to  me  at  the  end  of  the  service  by  the  Rev.  Mr.  Mor- 
timer,  to  whom  I  explained  that  I  was  unfamiliar  with  the 
particular  composition  that  had  been  sung ;  I  asked  him  if 
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he  would  be  kind  enough  to  give  me  the  names  of  the 
several  anthems  which  had  been  sung;  he  very  promptly 
did  so,  and  I  adopted  them  in  my  report. 

Q.  This  Kyrie,  then,  was  the  first  thing  of  all  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Before  the  regular  Communion  service  ? 

A.  I  understood  that  it  was  the  beginning  of  the  ser¬ 
vice;  after  the  clergy  and  choir  came  into  the  church  and 
took  their  places,  everything  was  ready  for  the  service  to 
begin  ;  the  service  then  began,  and  the  first  thing  sung  was 
this  anthem,  which  is  there  called  the  Kyrie,  and  right  fol¬ 
lowing  it  came  the  collect  from  the  burial  service;  it  was 
the  “Lord  have  mercy  upon  us.” 

Q.  Then,  the  Commandments  were  not  read  ? 

A.  Ko,  sir. 

Q.  Then  you  did  not  have  the  whole  of  the  Communion 
service  ? 

A.  Ko,  sir. 

The  President  : 

Q.  In  your  statement  were  the  Commandments 
omitted  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  this  anthem  was  sung,  and  then  the  col¬ 
lect  was  said,  and  then  the  epistle  was  read ;  that  was  the 
order  of  the  service. 

Q.  Then  that  omitted  the  Ten  Commandments,  the 
Creed,  and  Lord’s  Prayer? 

A.  Yes;  the  Lord’s  Prayer  came  in  at  the  close  of  the 
service. 

Dr.  Morris  : 

Q.  In  this  report,  which  you  say  is  a  correct  statement 
of  what  occurred,  you  say  that  after  the  Prayer  for  the 
Church  Militant  and  Exhortation  at  the  invitation,  “  Ye 
who  do  truly,”  etc.,  was  there  an  omission  there  of  the 
longer  exhortation,  which  precedes  or  is  part  of  the  Com¬ 
munion  service  ? 

A.  Yes  ;  after  the  Gospel,  the  Offertory  Prayer  for  the 
Church  Militant  followed,  and  the  Exhortation;  the  invita¬ 
tion,  “Ye  who  do  truly,”  was  said  turning  toward  the  con¬ 
gregation, 
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Q.  The  question  is,  whether  the  exhortation  before 
that  was  said  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir ;  it  is  so  stated  here  ;  the  Prayer  for  the 
Church  Militant  and  the  Exhortation,  and  then  the  invita¬ 
tion,  “  Ye  who  do  truly,”  etc.,  was  said,  and  then  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Confession  and  the  Absolution. 

♦ 

Q.  Both  exhortations  were  said  ? 

A .  No,  sir;  only  one;  one  was  an  exhortation  and  one 
an  invitation. 

The  President  : 

Q.  It  b  as  been  testified  that  some  came  up  to  receive 
the  Communion? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  there  were  three  gentlemen,  one  from 
either  aisle. 


STATEMENT  OF  HAROLD  GOODWIN,  Esq.  (who, 
it  was  stated,  appeared  at  his  own  request). 

The  President  : 

Question. — Have  you  attended  service  at  St.  Clement’s 
Church  at  any  time  ? 

Answer. — I  have. 

Q.  Was  the  Communion  celebrated  on  that  occasion? 

A.  It  was. 

Q.  Was  it  any  special  day  or  occasion  ? 

A.  It  was  Corpus  Christi  day,  1878. 

Q.  What  time  of  the  year  was  that  ? 

A.  The  20th  of  June. 

Q.  What  do  you  understand  by  Corpus  Christi  Day  ? 

A.  I  understand  that  Corpus  Christi  Day  is  a  day  that  is 
a  festival  in  the  Romish  Church,  instituted  to  commemorate 
and  particularly  glorify  the  sacrifice  of  the  mass  instituted 
about  1264  A.  D.,  I  think. 

Q.  Is  that  a  day  in  our  calendar  ? 

A.  Not  that  I  am  aware  of. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  whether  this  was  a  day  connected  with 
any  other  occasion  ? 

A.  I  do  not  know  how  far  it  was  Connected  with  any 
other ;  I  know  that  certain  prayers  were  used  for  the  Con¬ 
fraternity  of  the  Blessed  Sacrament. 

Q.  Who  was  the  celebrant  on  this  occasion  ? 

A.  Mr.  Prescott. 

Q.  W ere  any  prayers  or  sentences  recited  other  than 
those  contained  in  the  Prayer  Book  or  Bible,  or  authorized 
by  those  ? 

A.  There  were  sentences  and  prayers  recited  by  the  con¬ 
gregation,  on  their  knees,  with  Mr.  Prescott  leading,  which 
are  not  in  the  Prayer  Book,  and  are  not  in  the  Bible,  and  I 
do  not  know  that  they  are  authorized  by  our  church  ;  I  did 
not  suppose  they  were,  and  I  have  no  reason  to  suppose 
they  are  now. 

Q.  What  were  they,  for  example  ? 

A.  The  words  that  particularly  attracted  my  attention 
were  these  :  44  Soul  of  Christ,  sanctify  me;  body  of  Christ, 
save  me  ;  blood  of  Christ,  inebriate  me  ;  water  from  the  side 
of  Christ,  wash  me;  passion  of  Christ,  strengthen  me ;  0, 
good  Jesus,  hear  me  ;  thy  wounds  hide,”  and  some  other 
words  that  I  do  not  remember  ;  I  identified  it  all  in  a  little 
book  of  the  Confraternity,  within  a  day  or  two  afterwards. 

Q.  How  often  was  this  recited  ? 

A .  Three  or  four  times. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  at  what  places? 

A.  It  was  recited  after  the  invitation  to  the  Communion, 
and  before  the  communicant  went  up  to  the  rail,  once  or 
twice,  and  after  the  administration,  and  before  the  conclu¬ 
sion  of  the  Communion  service,  or  before  the  concluding 
collect  began ;  whether  it  was  recited  along  with  some 
prayers  after  that  I  am  not  quite  sure. 

Q.  In  what  manner  was  it  recited  ? 

A.  It  was  recited  as  we  recite  the  confession  ordinarily 
in  our  church,  the  clergyman  leading,  and  the  congregation 
joining  him. 
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Q.  In  what  posture  were  the  congregation  all  the 
while  ? 

A.  They  were  on  their  knees. 

Q.  Do  von  remember  any  prayer  not  in  the  Prayer 
Book  introduced  at  the  close  of  the  service? 

A.  I  remember  that  Mr.  Prescott  went  over  to  the 
north  side  of  the  chancel,  and  while  the  congregation  were 
remaining  on  their  knees,  he  read  several  prayers  which  I 
did  not  recognize  as  in  the  Prayer  Book,  two  of  which,  I  think, 
expressly  had  thephrasein  them,  “  Our  Confraternity,  etc.;”  I 
identified  in  the  Manual  of  the  Confraternity,  shortly  after, 
several  sentences  in  the  prayers  ;  I  could  not  be  positive  that 
the  whole  prayer  that  I  found  in  the  Manual  was  read  all 
through  by  him  just  as  it  was  there. 

Q.  You  remember  the  phrase  “  Our  Confraternity,*'  in 
the  prayer  ? 

A.  Yes;  lean  repeat  it  almost  precisely;  “  This  our 
Confraternity”  (producing  book);  this  is  entitled  “  Manual 

of  the  Confraternity  of  the  Blessed  Sacrament  of  the  Body 

«/ 

and  Blood  of  Christ;”  it  is  an  English  book. 

Qj  Is  there  any  statement  in  that  book  as  to  when  their 
anniversary  is  held? 

(In  reply  to  this  question  the  witness  read  a  long  quota¬ 
tion  from  said  book.) 

Q.  Do  you  know  precisely  where  these  last  prayers 
were  said  ? 

A.  These  prayers  came,  I  think,  after  the  benediction; 
the  Communion  service  was  ended  as  I  am  accustomed  to 
hear  it  ended,  and  then  the  congregation  still  remaining  on 
their  knees,  Mr.  Prescott  went  over,  as  I  say,  to  the  north 
end  of  the  chancel,  and  kneeled  at  the  kneeling-stool,  facing 
south  again,  and  read  these  prayers  from  the  book,  the  con¬ 
gregation  remaining  kneeling,  responding  “  Amen.” 

Q.  After  the  benediction  ? 

A.  I  think  that  was  after  the  benediction  ;  I  think  those 
prayers  came  after  the  benediction. 

Q.  Was  “  The  peace  of  God  which  passeth  all  under¬ 
standing,”  said  ? 
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A.  No,  sir;  “  The  grace  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,”  etc., 
was  the  conclusion,  T  think  ;  I  am  not  positive  that  the  bene¬ 
diction  did  not  follow,  hut  T  think  not. 

By  a  Member  : 

Q.  You  think  the  greater  benediction  was  not  used  ? 

A.  I  think  the  Communion  service  was  finished  as  we 
ordinarily  hear  it  finished. 

Q.  It  usually  finishes  with  the  greater  benediction  ? 

A.  Well,  I  think  that  came  in  its  ordinary  place  and 
these  prayers  were  said  directly  after,  the  celebrant,  Mr. 
Prescott,  changing  his  place  and  walking  across  to  the  north 
side  of  the  church. 

Q.  Where  was  this  service  held  ? 

A.  In  the  chapel  at  the  rear  of  St.  Clement’s  Church. 

Q.  At  what  hour  ? 

A.  Eight  o’clock  in  the  morning,  I  think. 

Q.  How  happened  you  to  get  in? — was  it  a  public  ser¬ 
vice  ? 

A.  It  was  a  public  service ;  I  went  there  expecting  to 
find  a  public  service  in  the  church,  and  finding  nothing 
apparently  going  on  in  the  church,  and  seeing  at  my  left 
through  a  door  a  chapel  that  was  not  there  when  I  had  gone 
before  to  the  church,  and  some  people  kneeling  engaged  in 
silent  prayer,  I  started  at  first  to  go  in,  then  backed  out,  and 
was  met  after  pausing  in  the  vestibule  of  the  church  a  few 
moments  b\'  two  young  men,  apparently  connected  with  the 
church,  in  long  black  robes  or  coats  of  some  kind;  I  spoke 
to  them,  and  thej7  said  \7es,  that  that  was  the  service,  that 
anybody  could  go  in  there ;  that  all  were  invited  to  go  in ;  I 
entered  aiid  took  my  seat. 

By  Dr.  Biddle  : 

Q.  What  was  the  date  of  this  ? 

A.  20th  of  June,  1878. 

By  a  Member  : 

Q.  Were  there  any  bowings  or  prostrations  on  the  part 
of  the  people  during  the  celebration  ? 

A.  Yes,  several;  some  bowed  more  than  others;  at 
the  time  of  the  consecration  and  elevation  of  the  bread  or 


host,  or  whatever  you  call  it,  they  all  bowed  profoundly, 

some  in  the  aisle,  and  I  should  have  said  that  their  noses 
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went  on  to  the  pavement;  I  do  not  know,  of  course,  about 
that  ;  in  the  case  of  a  lady’s  veil  hanging  around  her  face, 
I  cannot  say  precisely  within  how  many  inches  she  went. 


717  Walnut  St.,  Feb.  10, 1880. 

Dear  Sir  : 

I  have  been  requested  to  inform  the  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott, 
that  at  the  meeting  of  the  Bishop  and  Standing  Committee 
last  evening,  it  was  resolved  : 

1.  That  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  be  requested  to  attend  at 
their  next  meeting,  for  examination  in  explanation  of  his 
statement. 

2.  That  Mr.  Prescott  having  sent  to  the  Bishop  the 
answer  read  at  the  last  meeting,  with  certain  certificates 
added,  he  be  informed  that  if  it  is  his  wish  that  such  certifi¬ 
cates  form  part  of  his  answer,  it  will  be  expected  that  the 
parties  signing  the  same  attend  at  same  time  for  exami¬ 
nation. 

The  next  meeting  of  the  Bishop  and  Standing  Com¬ 
mittee  will  be  held  at  Bishop  Stevens’  house,  1633  Spruce 
Street,  on  Monday,  February  16,  1880,  at  7J  o’clock  P.  M. 

Yours  truly, 

JOKY  CLAYTOY, 

See. 

GEORGE  W.  BIDDLE,  Esq.,  etal , 

Counsel  for  Rev.  0.  S.  Prescott. 
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Philadelphia,  Feb.  11,  1880. 
•John  Clayton,  Esq.,  Secretary,  etc.  : 

Dear  Sir  :  The  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  declines  to  submit  to 
an  examination  by  the  committee,  believing  and  being 
advised  that  it  is  contrary  to  all  regular  procedure,  that  a 
person  who  is  under  investigation  before  a  body  which  lias 
the  power,  through  its  head,  to  admonish  him,  if  found 


offending,  shall  be  subjected  to  what  is  really  a  cross-exami¬ 
nation  by  this  body,  assisted,  as  it  has  been,  by  a  trained 
and  accomplished  lawyer.  Mr.  Prescott  further  authorizes 
us  to  say,  he  has  no  witnesses  or  evidence  to  produce  before 
the  committee  as  the  case  now  stands. 

Unless,  therefore,  the  counsel  of  Mr.  Prescott  are  noti¬ 
fied  to  the  contrary  by  you,  they  will  be  prepared  to  present 
their  views  on  his  behalf  on  Monday  next,  February  16,  at 
7:30  P.  M.,  at  the  Bishop’s  residence. 

We  are,  very  respectfully 

and  truly,  yours, 

THOMAS  J.  DIEHL, 
HENRY  FLANDERS, 
WILLIAM  S.  PRICE, 
GEORGE  W.  BIDDLE. 


ARGUMENT  OF  GEORGE  W.  BIDDLE,  ESQ. 

Right  Reverend  Sir,  Mr.  President,  and  Gentlemen  of 
the  Standing  Committee : 

I  need  hardly  say  to  you  that  I  regret  extremely  being 
here  to-night  to  discharge  the  duty  which  is  imposed  upon 
me,  and  I  say  tins  for  two  reasons : — one  that  is  personal  to 
myself,  which  you  can  readily  imagine,  when  I  state  that  I 
feel  embarrassed  in  addressing  a  body  of  o’entlemen,  some 
of  whom  by  profession  and  others  by  choice  have  for  many 
years  bestowed  great  attention  upon  these  subjects,  and  are 
supposed  to  be  very  familiar  with  the  learning  which  is 
involved  in  them.  I,  of  course,  claim  to  know  nothing, 
except  in  so  far  as  my  diligence  lias  enabled  me  to  look 
into  the  matter  since  I  have  been  retained  in  the  case. 

But  there  is  another  and  a  much  higher  reason  why  I 
regret  being  here.  I  see  and  I  foresee  that  the  result  of  this 
investigation  and  of  investigations  of  this  kind  will  be  to 
create  a  breach — how  wide  I  know  not — in  a  church  to 
which  I  feel  a  very  deep  attachment;  a  church  most  respect¬ 
able  and  venerable  by  its  traditions,  distinguished  by  its  noble 
liturgy,  and  estimable  by  reason  of  the  pious  lives  and  pious 
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works  of  a  very  large  majority  of  the  presbyters  belonging 
to  it,  and  the  high  character  and  exemplary  conduct  of  most 
of  those  who  are  in  professed  communion  with  it.  I  regret 
deeply  being  here,  and  I  shall  endeavor  in  what  I  am  about 
to  say  to  confine  myself  as  closely  as  I  can  to  the  subject  in 
band,  and  thus  by  keeping  strictly  to  the  record  I  shall  in 
nowise  be  instrumental  in  adding  fuel  to  this  fire. 

We  are  met  here  to-night,  and  have  been  engaged  for 
many  nights,  to  ascertain  whether  the  Reverend  Oliver  S. 
Prescott  has  violated  certain  portions  of  Canon  22,  as  it  is 
called  in  the  Digest  which  I  have  before  me  ;  and  your 
inquiry  has  a  double  character, — a  double  nature.  It  is  a 
preliminary  inquiry  in  a  certain  sense,  but  in  a  certain  sense 
only.  It  is  not  merely  like  the  office  of  a  grand  jury,  to 
ascertain  whether  there  is  probable  cause  for  trial.  It 
goes  very  much  beyond  this,  because,  as  I  shall  point  out  to 
you,  both  from  the  scope  and  -very  words  used,  if  you  certify 
a  certain  thing  to  the  Bishop  of  the  diocese,  then,  without 
further  trial  at  all,  the  Bishop  is  to  admonish,  which  is  of 
course  punitive;  and  if  the  person  admonished  refuses  to 
obey,  he  is  again  in  default  and  is  then  handed  over  to 
another  tribunal.  So  that  you  are  sitting  here  as  investi¬ 
gators  and  as  triers,  to  pronounce,  in  some  sense  at  least,  a 
sentence;  and  while  the  sentence  does  not  extend  to  for¬ 
feiture  of  goods  or  to  interference  with  personal  liberty, 
still  it  is  punishment.  To  a  presbyter  of  the  diocese  who, 
at  least,  before  conviction,  is  to  be  supposed  to  have  the 
feelings  which  such  a  member  of  the  church  should  have, 
censure  from  his  official  superior  is  a  very  grave  punishment 
indeed,  and  therefore  not  to  be  imposed  lightly, — not  to  be 
imposed  at  all,  unless  it  is  shown  in  the  clearest  way  that 
he  is  an  offending  person  to  whom  admonition  may  be  prop¬ 
erly  addressed.  I  do  not  say  this  by  way  of  caution  at  all, 
but  in  order  that  you  may  understand  clearly  in  the  outset 
what  your  functions  are,  and  that  you  may  therefore  pro¬ 
ceed  in  an  orderly  manner,  keeping  your  minds  throughout 
in  that  condition,  if  it  be  possible,  that  you  may  stand  the 
impartial  triers  of  this  gentleman,  holding  the  scales  of  jus¬ 
tice  even,  not  depressing  them  unduly  either  on  the  side  of 
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what  maj'  he  called  here  the  prosecution  for  want  of  a 
better  term,  or  on  the  side  of  the  accused. 

Having  said  thus  much  by  way  of  introduction,  I  now 
desire  to  say  a  few  words  in  regard  to  the  canon  itself.  This 
canon  was  passed  six  years  ago,  and  it  professes  to  deal  with 
doctrine  and  with  ceremonial, — with  rubric.  It  professes  to 
deal  with  both.  Perhaps  the  latter  is  involved  in  the  for¬ 
mer.  Perhaps  doctrine  after  all  is  what, is  meant  by  the 
language  of  the  first  paragraph  of  section  2  of  Canon  22, 
which  I  shall  read  directly.  But  it  does  deal,  at  least  in 
form,  with  both.  Now  here  comes  a  preliminary  inquiry. 

I  merely  broach  this  that  you  may  understand  we  do  not 
«/  «/  «/ 

yield  our  assent  to  this  canon,  at  all,  except  sub  mode. 

VTe  can  hardly  be  expected  to  ask  you,  to  ask  the 
Bishop  of  this  diocese  and  this  learned  committee,  when  they 
find  this  canon  written  in  the  digest  of  their  ecclesiastical 
law,  to  say  that  it  is  not  constitutional.  We  do  not  now 

*  i/ 

expect  you  to  say  so;  hut  we  desire  to  say  in  advance,  that 
the  counsel  of  Mr.  Prescott  do  not  admit  that  this  Canon  is 
in  accordance  with  the  fundamental  law  of  the  church.  We 
believe  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  at  variance  with  Article 
VIII.  of  the  Church’s  Constitution,  which  tells usin  substance 
that  no  change  can  be  made  either  in  its  rites  or  in  its  doc¬ 
trine,  except  in  the  way  pointed  out  by  that  article;  that  at 
least  two  General  Conventions  must  pass  in  a  certain  way 
upon  any  such  alteration.  We  believe  that  what  is  set  forth 
in  this  canon  is  such  an  alteration ;  but  while  we  do  not 
expect  you  to  enter  upon  any  such  discussion  as  this,  and 
while  we  suppose  you  will  take  the  canon  as  you  find  it,  yet 
we  do  expect  that  the  grave  doubts  which  have  been  enter¬ 
tained  and  expressed  as  to  its  binding  efficacy,  will  make 
you  more  cautious  and  circumspect  in  applying  it  to  any 
proved  or  presumed  state  of  facts.  You  will,  also,  of  course, 
look  with  us  into  the  circumstances  under  which  that  canon 
itself  was  passed.  You  cannot  very  well  avoid  this.  Some 
of  vou,  one  of  you  certainly,  the  right  reverend  head  of  this 
diocese,  was  a  member  of  the  General  Convention  which 
passed  that  canon,  and  possibly  other  gentlemen  here  may 
also  have  been  members.  But  vou  are  all  at  least  familiar 
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with  the  dehates  in  reference  to  this-  canon,  the  reasons 
assigned  for  its  introduction,  what  words  it  originally  con¬ 
tained,  what  it  now  contains,  and  what  erroneous  doctrine 
it  was  supposed  to  strike  at. 

It  is  clear  that  as  it  now  stands  it  strikes,  as  you  and  I 
know,  at  one  thing  only,  one  single  thing  and  nothing  else. 
It  strikes  at  the  exposition  or  exposure  of  the  elements  of 
the  Communion  by  the  priest  to  the  people  for  worship, — 
for  adoration;  and  in  what  I  have  to  say  I  shall  use  the 
terms  adoration  and  worship  as  synonymous.  I  sav  this 
with  great  confidence  ;  it  strikes  absolutely  at  nothing  else. 
Therefore  when  I  come  to  read  you  the  charge  or  the  indict- 
ment  that  has  been  preferred  here,  almost  everything  which 
is  contained  in  it  must  necessarily  drop  out  of  it.  I  may  say 
here  that  I  cannot  for  a  moment  suppose  that  the  very 
learned  Bishop  who  sits  at  the  head  of  this  diocese  ever 
drew  up  this  charge  with  his  own  hands.  It  is  quite  true  it 
is  subscribed  with  his  name  and  his  official  title  ;  but  l  look 
upon  this  very  much  as  lawyers  look  upon  a  writ  tested  by 
the  name  of  the  presiding  judge  or  the  chief  justice  of  the 
court,  which  runs  in  a  certain  form,  and  is  merely  tested  by 
his  name  to  vouch  its  validity.  For  the  composition  of  it 
he  is  not  responsible.  It  is  done  by  the  clerk  of  the  court, 
frequently  by  the  counsel  who  sues  it  out.  So  it  must 
necessarily  have  been  here.  It  would  be  improper  to  sup¬ 
pose  for  a  moment  that  the  Right  Reverend  and  learned 
head  of  this  church,  familiar  from  personal  knowledge  with 
the  origination  of  this  canon,  its  intended  scope  and  effect, 
not  only  its  very  words  but  its  spirit,  knowing,  as  he  must 
have  known,  what  gave  rise  to  it,  what  concessions  were 
made  in  its  concoction,  and  in  what  shape  it  was  finally  pro- 
mulged  by  the  General  Convention, — I  say  it  would  be 
improper  to  suppose  that  the  Bishop  did  this,  or  that  all  the 
things  which  are  found  in  this  charge  were  placed  there  by 
his  direction,  or  even  with  his  knowledge. 

Let  us  see  what  they  are.  I  will  first  read  the  canon, 
or  so  much  of  it  as  is  applicable.  The  first  section  we  have 
nothing  to  do  with.  It  is  not  touched,  as  I  understand,  by 
any  specifications.  What  concerns  us,  reads  as  follows: 
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“  If  any  bishop  have  reason  to  believe,  or  if  complaint 
“  be  made  to  him  in  writing  by  two  or  more  of  his  presby- 
“  ters,  that  within  his  jurisdiction,  ceremonies  or  practices 
“  not  ordained  or  authorized  in  the  Book  of  Common 
44  Prayer,  and  setting  forth  or  symbolizing  erroneous  or 
“doubtful  doctrines  have  been  introduced  by  any  minister 
44  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  such  as 
“  (a)  elevation  of  the  elements  in  the  Holy  Communion  in 
44  such  manner  as  to  expose  them  to  the  view  of  the  people 
44  as  objects  toward  which  adoration  is  to  be  made;  ( b )  any 
44  act  of  adoration  of  or  toward  the  elements  in  the  Holv 


44  Communion,  such  as  bowing,  prostrations,  or  genuflections; 
44  and  ( c )  all  other  like  acts  not  authorized  by  the  rubrics, 
44  etc.,  etc.,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Bishop  to  summon  the 
44  standing  committee,”  etc.,  etc. 

Let  us  now  read  the  charge.  The  charge  is,  that  the 
Bishop  has  44  reason  to  believe  that  in  St.  Clement’s  Church 
44  in  this  diocese,  of  which  parish  the  Rev.  0.  S.  Prescott  is 
44  rector,  ceremonies  and  practices  not  ordained  or  author- 
44  ized  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  setting  forth  or 
44  symbolizing  erroneous  or  doubtful  doctrines,  have  been 
44  and  now  are  in  use  in  said  St.  Clement’s  Church,  during 
44  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion  ” — thus  far,  fol¬ 
lowing  very  properly  the  formula  of  the  canon,  it  proceeds : 


44  Such  as  genuflections,  prostrations,  or  bowings  to  or  before 
44  the  Lord’s  table  by  the  clergy  and  choristers;  the  use  of 
44  candles  and  lights  in  the  chancel,  beyond  what  are 
44  needed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light;  the  wearing  of 
44  various  kinds  of  vestments  and  ornaments  by  the  clergy, 
44  other  than  the  usual  recognized  vestments  which  have 
44  been  worn  by  the  clergy  of  this  diocese  from  the  beginning  : 
44  the  elevation  of  the  bread  and  wine  during  or  after  the 
44  consecration,  so  as  to  expose  them  to  the  view  of  the 
44  people,  as  objects  toward  which  adoration  is  to  be  made  ; 
44  the  employment  of  acolytes  or  servers  in  the  celebration 
44  of  the  Holy  Communion;  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Com- 
44  munion  at  times  and  under  circumstances  when  the  mem- 
44  bers  of  the  congregation  are  neither  invited  nor  expected 
44  to  partake  ;  and  prayers,  sentences,  hymns,  and  rites  in 


“  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  which  are  not 
authorized  by  our  Book  of  Common  Prayer ;  and  also,  the 
“  omission  of  what  is  prescribed,  as  for  example,  the  exhor- 
“  tationto  those  who  mind  to  come,  and  to  those  who  come 
u  to  the  Holy  Communion.  I  ask,  therefore,  that  you  will, 
“  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Canon  22,  title  one  of 
u  the  Digest,  investigate  the  same  with  me,  and  for  that 
“  purpose  appoint  a  time.” 

Now,  from  this  comparison  of  the  canon  with  the 
charge,  I  say  unhesitatingly,  that  you  must  dismiss  entirely 
from  your  consideration  ten  of  the  eleven  specifications 
found  in  the  charge  ;  and  I  speak  thus  emphatically,  because 
I  know  that  whatever  is  shown  to  you  to  be  right,  that  you 
will  do.  I  have  intended,  in  saying  this,  to.  speak  not  in 
anyway  in  a  minatory  tone,  but  because  I  believe  absolutely 
that  you  will  do  that  which  is  lawful  and  right,  when  it  is 
shown  to  you.  There  are  seven  paragraphs  and  eleven 
specifications. 

First.  —  I  take  up  the  use  of  candles  and  lights,  beyond 
what  are  needed  for  the  purposes  of  light.  I  will  not  go 
into  any  discussion  of  this  ;  you  cannot  under  this  canon, 
whatever  your  powers  may  be  otherwise,  inflict  the  slightest 
admonition  upon  this  gentleman  for  that.  He  is  not  here 
to  answer  it.  While  Mr.  Prescott  has  done  so  in  his  pro¬ 
test,  it  was  supererogatory  on  his  part.  The  next  is,  the 
wearing  of  various  kinds  of  vestments  and  ornaments. 
There  are  here  two  distinct  specifications,  but  you  must  also 
absolutely  dismiss  both  from  consideration  under  this 
canon.  The  subject  has  no  place  in  this  indictment.  And 
I  will  give  you  another  reason,  if  it  requires  one.  Our 
rubric  is  silent  on  the  entire  subject  of  vestments.  The 
priest  may  wear  any  vestment  not  absolutely  incongruous 
with  his  sacred  office,  or  he  mav  wear  none  at  all.  He  can 
be  censured  for  neither.  So  also  as  to  the  employment  of 
acolytes  or  servers.  You  have  nothing  to  do  with  this, 
whether  he  employs  two  or  twenty.  So,  as  to  the  celebra¬ 
tion  of  the  Holy  Communion  at  times  and  places  which  this 
charge  seems  to  regard  as  unsuitable.  He  is  not  here  to 
answer  this,  and  needs  not  to  open  his  mouth  in  regard  to 
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it;  nor  under  the  canon  can  he  he  found  guilty  of  it,  nor 
admonished  for  it. 

So  also  is  it  as  to  prayers,  sentences,  hymns  and  rites, 
and  the  specifications  of  acts  of  omission  and  commission 
under  this  head.  It  is  said  that  some  of  the  hymns  sung 
are  not  authorized  by  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer.  This 
is  denied;  but  be  it  that  it  were  true,  he  is  not  hereto 
answer  for  thaT  offense.  The  sole  point  at  which  this  canon 
was  leveled,  when  it  left  the  learned  body  from  which  it 
emanated,  was  the  supposed  abuse  of  adoring  the  elements 
in  the  Holy  Communion — a  point  on  which  there  is  believed 
to  exist  a  vital  difference  between  ourselves  and  another 
church,  or  another  great  section  of  the  Catholic  Church, 
which  we  suppose  to  teach  erroneously  the  doctrine  com¬ 
prehensively  called  “  transubstantiation .”  There  is  not  a 
word  in  that  canon  pointed  at  anything  but  just  this. 

I  go  now  a  little  further.  Beference  is  made  in  the 
charge,  and  testimony  has  been  given,  as  to  genuflections, 
prostrations  and  bowings.  Unless  you  can  find,  as  you  can¬ 
not  very  well,  for  they  are  not  so  charged,  that  they  were 
done  as  acts  of  adoration  you  have  nothing  to  do  with  them. 
A  man  may  bow  or  genuflect  or  prostrate  himself  just  as 
often  as  he  pleases,  in  coming  in  or  going  out  of,  or  cross¬ 
ing  the  church  ;  and,  furthermore,  he  may  cross  himself 
(which  I  find  to  be  a  subject  of  some  of  the  testimony  here), 
and  he  or  his  congregation  may  march  with  banners  in  pro¬ 
cessional  or  recessional  parades  so  long  as  they  like,  and 
this  canon  does  not  in  anv  wav  meddle  with  them. 

*/  *j 

What  is  the  history  of  the  canon  ?  It  is  too  recent 
almost  to  require  even  a  passing  explanation.  We  know 
ver}7  well  that  after  it  had  been  pared  down  of  the  words 
interfering  with  lights  and  vestments,  they  kept  in — hoping 
that  this  might  also  escape  excision — the  ceremonial  of 
incense.  Well,  some  one  said,  in  calling  the  overzealous  to 
their  bearings,  “  Why,  how  can  you  say  that  the  use  of 
“  incense  symbolizes  erroneous  doctrine,  when,  in  the  very 
“  earliest  time  of  the  olden  Church,  we  know  that  it  was 
“used?”  Then  that  too  fared  the  fate  of  the  candles — 
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out  it  went.  I  do  not  know  whether  they  use  it  in  St. 
Clement’s  or  not,  and  I  do  not  care ;  but  I  know  very  well 
that  it  does  not  symbolize  erroneous  doctrine. 

As  to  what  a  doubtful  doctrine  is  I  decline  to  discuss. 
There  is  no  such  thing.  We  are  either  right  or  we  are 
wrong.  It  is  a  misapplication  of  terms.  But  we  find  it  in 
this  canon.  Punish  a  man  for  a  doubtful  offense!  Who 
ever  heard  of  such  a  thing  ?  The  very  moment  you  find 
doubt  making  lodgment  in  your  mind,  that  very  moment 
you  must  absolve.  To  doubt  is  to  acquit  in  a  criminal  case 

always. 

«/ 

And  now  let  me  go  a  little  further  still  before  I  come 
to  collate  the  evidence  with  the  charge.  I  have  shown  that 
all  the  specifications  must  be  swept  out  of  the  charge, 
except  the  single  specification  as  to  the  elevation  of  the 
bread  and  wine  so  as  to  expose  them  for  the  purpose  of 
adoration. 

Before  we  can  convict,  however,  before  we  can  expose 
to  censure,  which  is  conviction,  we  must  show  from  the  tes¬ 
timony  that  the  particular  ceremonial  or  practice  struck  at 
is  not  ordained  or  authorized  in  the  Book  of  Common 
Prayer.  We  here  get  at  once  upon  very  delicate  ground, 
indeed.  We  come  to  the  discussion  of  a  subject  as  to 
which  the  greatest  minds  in  our  own  and  in  all  Christian 
churches  have  expended  a  vast  amount  of  learning  and  of 
intellect  ;  and,  after  all,  we  are  bound  to  admit,  that  human 
nature  is  too  imperfect  to  set  forth  in  words  with  anything 
like  accurate  precision  the  great  mystery  involved  in  the 
Holy  Communion.  But  we  must  have  recourse  to  the 
article. 

What  is  the  language  of  our  twenty-eighth  article  ? 
I  care  not  whether  you  take  it  in  our  own  vernacular  or 
in  the  Latin.  There  is  no  essential  difference.  The  trans¬ 
lation  is  wonderfully  precise,  and  I  shall  use  it:  “  The  Sup- 
44  per  of  the  Lord  is  not  only  a  sign  of  the  love  that  Chris¬ 
tians  ought  to  have  among  themselves  one  to  another,  but 
44  rather  it  is  a  sacrament  of  our  redemption  by  Christ’s 
44  death,  insomuch  that  to  such  as  rightlv,  worthily,  and 
44  with  faith  receive  the  same,  the  bread  which  we  break  is 


“  partaking  of  the  body  of  Christ,  and  likewise  the  cup  of 
“  blessing  is  partaking  of  the  blood  of  Christ.  Transub- 
“  stantiation,  or  the  change  of  the  substance  of  bread  and 
“  wine  in  the  Supper  of  the  Lord,  cannot  be  approved  by 
“  Holy  Writ,  but  is  repugnant  to  the  plain  words  of  Scrip- 
“  ture,  overthroweth  the  nature  of  the  sacrament,  and  hath 
“  given  occasion  to  many  superstitions.  The  body  of 
“  Christ  is  given,  taken  and  eaten  in  the  Supper  only  after  a 
“  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner,  and  the  means  whereby 
“  the  body  of  Christ  is  received  and  eaten  in  the  Supper  is 
“faith.  The  sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  was  not  by 
“  Christ’s  ordinance  reserved,  carried  about,  lifted  up  or 
“  worshiped.” 

This  is  remarkable  language.  The  very  next  article 
gives  us  an  explanation  of  what  is  meant  by  faith,  because 
it  tells  us  that  the  wicked,  and  such  as  be  void  of  a  lively 
faith,  though  they  do  carnally  and  visibly  press  with  their 
teeth  the  sacrament  of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  yet  in 
nowise  are  partakers  of  Christ,  but  rather  to  their  condem¬ 
nation  do  eat  and  drink  the  sacrament  or  sign  of  so  great  a 

I  have  marked  down  a  few  citations  from  the  treatise  of 
one  of  the  most  learned  of  the  commentators,  Bishop 
Harold  Browne,  not  that  I  expect  thereby  to  bring  any 
light  into  the  minds  of  the  learned  clergymen,  at  least,  who 
are  before  me  (I  have  read  to  inform  myself,  not  to 
enlighten  others),  but  that  I  may  keep  before  myself,  and 
before  vou  also,  the  true  doctrine  of  the  church  upon  this 
great  point.  We  are  told  emphatically  by  this  learned  man, 
a  most  orthodox  lumiuary  of  the  church  from  which  this 
article  is  taken,  that  the  doctrine  of  the  church  is  that  those 
who  commune  worthily  are  partakers  spiritually,  but  really, 
of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ;  and  that  although  his 
natural  body, — if  we  can  speak  of  the  natural  body  of  the 
Lord  after  his  ascent  into  heaven,  which  seems  almost  a 
contradiction  of  terms, — that  although  his  natural  bodv  is 
not  present  in  the  elements,  yet  in  some  mysterious  manner 
he  is  present  to  him  who  receives  with  faith.  There  is  a 
real  presence,  spiritual  it  is  true,  but  something  more  and 


beyond  the  general  pervasion  of  .the  whole  universe  bv  the 
•second  Person  of  the  Trinity.  We  cannot  escape  from  this. 
It  is  not  transubstantiation,  a  transmutation  of  the  elements 
of  bread  and  wine  into  flesh  and  blood,  but  a  real,  spiritual 
presence  in  the  consecrated  elements.  And  this  is  also  the 
doctrine  of. Calvin,  as  well  as  of  our  church.  It  is  a  difficult 
matter.  We  all  know  it.  We  all  feel  it.  But  we  are 
bound  to  admit  that  this  article  justifies  the  faithful  com¬ 
municant  in  believing  that  in  some  mysterious  way  which 
the  intellect  of  man  cannot  penetrate  nor  words  adequately 
set  forth,  he  has  the  ineffable  satisfaction  of  knowing,  pro¬ 
vided  he  approaches  with  a  sense  of  his  own  infinite 
unworthiness  the  altar  of  the  Lord,  that  spiritually  he  has 

the  blood  and  the  bodv  of  that  Lord  united  to  him. 

«/ 

With  this  introduction,  which  I  have  tried  to  make  as 
simple  as  1  can  in  dealing  with  so  abstruse  a  doctrine,  I  ask 
what  is  meant  by  worship  or  adoration  ?  To  tell  a  creature, 
a  worm  of  the  earth, — made  out  of  the  dust  of  the  earth — 
that  he  shall  not  humiliate  himself  as  absolutely  as  he  pos¬ 
sibly  can  in  tne  presence  of  the  Almighty  Creator,  whether 
he  be  the  first  or  the  third  Person  of  the  Trinity,  is  to 
announce  a  doctrine  which  is  incompatible  with  the  whole 
scheme,  not  only  of  Christianity,  but  of  all  religion.  The 
creature  never  can  be  too  low — the  Creator  never  can  be  too 
high.  And  every  word  of  the  Communion  service  shows 
just  what  I  am  desiring  to  impress  upon  this  committee. 
Every  sentence,  every  direction  in  the  rubric,  is  significant 
of  the  abasement  of  the  creature  and  of  the  exaltation  of 
the  Creator.  For  instance,  take  the  general  confession.  I 
cannot  imagine,  if  I  understand  words,  a  more  complete  sur¬ 
render  of  the  sinning  man  or  woman  approaching  the  altar, 
to  the  power  and  the  mercy  of  the  Creator  than  this  :  “  We 
acknowledge  and  bewail  our  manifold  sins  and  wickedness, 
which  we  from  time  to  time  most  grievously  have  com- 
mitted,  by  thought,  word  and  deed,  against  thy  Divine 
Majesty,  provoking  most  justly  thy  wrath  and  indignation 
against  us,  etc.,  etc.”  So  in  the  Preface,  so  in  the  Sanctus 
at  its  conclusion. 

But  what  are  the  rubrical  directions?  Here  is  a  point 


78 


upon  which  something  may  be  properly  noted.  Without 
taking  up  too  much  time  in  reading  the  whole  of  this  ser¬ 
vice,  I  will  say  to  you  (and  j’ou  will  know  that  1  am  telling 
you  what  is  there)  that  in  at  least  half  a  dozen  places  in  the 
rubric  we  are  directed  not  only  to  kneel,  but  to  kneel 
humbly,  devoutly,  or,  as  the  old  •  English  service  says, 
meekly.  When  the  Communion  is  received  all  are  humbly 
kneeling.  Now,  what  is  the  meaning  of  this?  I  know  very 
well,  and  you  know  very  well,  that  out  of  extreme  caution 
in  regard  to  that  particular  part  of  the  rubric  which  requires 
the  communicants,  other  than  the  priest  who  is  administer¬ 
ing  the  Communion,  to  be  humbly  kneeling,  there  is  a  dec¬ 
laration  in  the  English  service  which  is  omitted  altogether 
in  our  own  :  and  I  might  derive  a  certain  amount  of  com- 
fort  from  that  for  my  client,  but  I  do  not  care  to  treat  the 
subject  in  so  narrow  a  way.  I  say  that  if  that  declaration 
of  1661  was  there  in  our  Prayer  Book,  as  it  is  found  in  the 
English  Prayer  Book,  it  would  not  make  a  jot  of  difference, 
because  all  it  says  is  that  we  are  not  to  understand  that  by 
the  communicant  humbly  kneeling  he  recognizes  the  cor¬ 
poral  and  natural  presence  of  Christ  in  those  elements.  Of 
course  he  does  not.  But  what  is  the  meaning  of  humbly 
kneeling  ? 

Throughout  this  wonderful  liturgy  of  ours — in  praise  of 
which  too  much  cannot  be  said,  which  the  longer  every  one 
accustomed  to  it  uses,  the  more  he  or  she  feels  its  value,  its 
wonderful  beauty  and  power;  comprehensive  and  particular, 
simple,  but  free  from  ‘  vulgarity  ;  reaching  every  condition 
and  every  estate  in  life,  saint  and  sinner,  all  alike — there  is 
great  chariness  of  adjectives  in  the  rubrical  directions.  In 
the  ante-Communion  service  rarely  do  you  find  an  epithet 
applied  to  any  act  directed  to  be  done.  Not  so  when  they 
come  to  the  Communion  service.  Every  rubrical  passage 
speaks  of  the  lowness  of  the  man  and  the  infinite  height  of 
the  Deity.  What  is,  then,  the  meaning  of  “  humbly  ”?  It 
means  something.  I  do  not  mean  to  stand  upon  etymology 
alone,  although  we  derive  light  from  it;  but  it  means  liter¬ 
ally  and  spiritually  casting  yourself  upon  the  earth.  Omni¬ 
bus  humiliter  genuflexis  is  not  improperly  rendered  by  “  all 
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prostrate  on  the  ground.”  But  etymology,  after  all,  though 
of  assistance  to  us,  is  not  an  unerring  guide;  and  I  do  not 
dwell  upon  that.  It  surely  means,  however,  something  more 
than  mere  kneeling.  What  did  one  of  the  greatest  judges 
whom  Pennsylvania  ever  owned  say,  in  regard  to  something 
very  similar?  I  take  the  liberty  of  referring  to  it;  it  throws 
great  light  upon  this  language. 

The  policy  of  this  commonwealth  at  one  time  was,  to 
have  controversies  between  man  and  man  settled  as  much  as 
possible  by  what  are  called  domestic  forums,  arbitrators, 
laymen  chosen  from  the  people.  Before  a  man  could  appeal 
from  the  decision  given  bv  those  arbitrators,  he  was  bound 
to  swear  that  he  firmly  believed  that  injustice  had  been  done 
him  bv  the  award.  Nearly  seventy  years  ago,  a  man  dis- 
satistied  with  an  award  of  arbitrators,  appealed  therefrom, 
and  swore  that  he  “believed  injustice  had  been  done  to 
him.”  A  motion  was  made  to  strike  the  appeal  off,  because 
the  language  of  the  oath  did  not  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  statute.  It  was  struck  oft',  and  Chief  Justice 
Tilghman  said  this  :  “  The  legislature  meant  something  when 
they  put  in  the  word  firmly;  they  meant  that  a  man  must 
express  a  more  positive  conviction  of  injustice  than  a  mere 
belief.  Human  nature  is  so  constituted  that  people  will 
easily  believe  what  they  want  to  believe;  but  the  appellant 
must  go  further  than  that,  and  must  express  something  like 
an  absolute  conviction.  Perhaps  I  have  not  made  this 
matter  very  plain,  but  we  all  here  know  that  firmly  believ¬ 
ing  means  something  different  from  mere  belief."  Mr. 
McMurtrie  knows  that  I  am  stating  the  law  with  precision, 
when  I  am  telling  you  this. 

« 

Therefore,  “  humbly  kneeling  ”  means  something  more 
than  kneeling;  and  when  I  find  that  phrase  repeated  again 
and  again  in  this  service,  I  know  that  it  was  intended  to 
mean  something.  The  very  church-wardens  must  come  up 
reverently  with  the  offerings,  and  the  priest  must  receive 
them  devoutly  or  humbly.  The  language  is  so  throughout 
until  the  dismissal.  The  general  confession  is  made,  of 
course,  humbly  kneeling,  and  also  the  reception.  The 
preface  itself  expresses  very  great  self-abasement.  Devoutly 
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kneeling  is  the  language  of  the  rubric  as  to  the  communi¬ 
cants.  They  are  directed  to  “  reverently  place,”  etc. ;  and 
the  very  last  words  almost  in  the  service,  are,  “  reverently 
eat  and  drink  the  same.” 

Now,  therefore,  except  this  man,  no  other  man — for 
he  is  the  man  who  is  charged, — except  Mr.  Prescott  holds  up 
the  consecrated  elements  for  the  worship  or  adoration  of  the 
people,  he  may  be  just  as  humble,  just  as  prostrate  in  his 
heart  and  in  his  body  as  he  wishes,  and  I  take  it  upon 
myself  to  say  he  ought  to  be  as  much  so,  both  in  spirit  and 
in  outward  manifestation,  as  it  is  possible  for  man  to  make 
himself.  I  recollect  very  well  what  a  learned  presbyter  of 
this  church — Doctor  Delvoven,  whose  name  has  been 
mentioned  here  to-night — said:  “You  may  make  me  by 
your  canons  stand  up  when  I  am  receiving  the  body  and 
blood  of  my  Lord,  but  you  cannot  prevent  my  inwardly 
adoring  the  Saviour  who  laid  down  his  life  for  me.  I  do  it 
in  spite  of  you.  I  do  so  because  I  recognize  his  infinite 
goodness  to  me  and  my  infinite  unworthinesS.”  It  is  not 
the  form.  That  is  a  mere  symbol,  you  cannot  prevent  the 
adoration  if  the  heart  is  filled  with  it. 

It  may  be  proper  to  state  in  this  place,  that  the  last 
paragraph  of  the  twenty-eighrh  article  of  our  church  refers 
simply  to  the  past.  The  language  has  been  already  quoted. 
“  The  sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  was  not  by  Christ’s 
“  ordinance  reserved,  carried  about,  lifted  up,  or  worshiped.” 
Here  is  no  prohibition  against  any  of  the  four  acts  mentioned. 
It  is  simply  the  statement  of  an  historical  fact,  which  was  well 
known  to  all.  It  did  not  even  profess  to  say  that  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  the  early  church  forbade  reservation,  circumgesta- 
tion,  elevation  or  adoration.  It  did  not  so  say,  because  the 
practice  of  the  primitive  church,  beginning  certainly  as 
early  as  the  second,  century  of  our  era,  was  the  reverse 
on  some  of  those  points.  This  is  clearly  shown  by  Bishop 
Forbes  in  his  explanation  of  this  article.  It  was  reserved 
from  the  earliest  time  and  carried  about;  and  in  this  respect 
the  practice  of  the  Scottish  Episcopal  Church  has  been  the 
same  from  the  time  of  it  separate  establishment.  Whether 
it  was  anciently  lifted  up  for  the  purpose  of  adoration  is  not 
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so  certain.  There  is,  however,  no  language  in  the  article 
inhibiting  this. 

Let  us  see  then  if  there  is  anything  in  the  testimony 
which  justifies  your  committee  in  condemning  the  Reverend 
'  Mr.  Prescott  under  the  canon.  It  reads :  “  If  after  inves¬ 
tigation  it  shall  appear  to  the  Bishop  and  standing  commit¬ 
tee  that  ceremonies  or  practices  not  ordained  or  authorized 
as  aforesaid  and  setting  forth  or  symbolizing  erroneous  or 
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doubtful  doctrines  have  in  fact  been  introduced  as  aforesaid,' ' — 
which  are  words  of  limitation  of  course  and  refer  to  the  spe¬ 
cific  charge  throughout, — “  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Bishop 
to  admonish.”  How,  I  desire  to  know  what  the  testimony  is 
to  justify  anything  pointed  out  or  struck  at  by  this  language. 
I  have  shown  that  everything  except  what  is  called  the  ele¬ 
vation  of  the  Bread  and  Wine — the  Elements — for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  adoration,  must  be  stricken  out;  because  unless 
genuflections  and  prostrations  are  done  with  that  special 
purpose,  eo  intuitu ,  they  have  no  place  here,  and  you. cannot 
by  this  drag  net  at  the  end,  “  all  other  like  acts,”  bring 
them  in.  The  merest  tyro  in  criminal  law  knows  this  can¬ 
not  be  done;  they  must  be  acts  ejusdem  generis.  A  vest¬ 
ment  is  not  an  act;  nor  is  an  acolyte  an  act.  An  acolyte  is 
a  person,  not  an  act.  Hor  is  a  procession  an  act  in  this 
sense.  Hor  is  what  one  of  the  witnesses  called  the  “  kyrie  ” 
an  act.  It  is  nothing  but  the  Greek-Latin,  Kyrie  eleison ; 
which  we  say,  or  should  say,  every  day — “  Lord,  have  mercy 
upon  us.”  Hor  are  particular  hymns  or  prayers,  such  as 
were  referred  to  in  the  testimony,  acts.  When  I  heard  the 
testimony  as  to  some  of  the  obnoxious  words,  there  came 
into  my  mind  the  language  of  one  of  the  oldest  hymns  in 
our  church — the  old  original  church — addressed  to  the  third 
person  of  the  Trinity : 

“Lava  quod  est  sordidum, 

Riga  quod  est  aridurn, 

Sana  quod  est  saueium.” 

You  are  all,  doubtless,  familiar  with  it.  It  is  one  of  the 
seven  great  hvmns.  “Wash  what  is  unclean,  water  what  is 
dry,  heal  what  is  wounded."  You  voav  call  this  rhetorical 
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language.  It  is  the  language  of  the  heart  incensed  with 
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devotional  feeling,  and  seeking  to  express  this  feeling  in 
words.  It  is  nothing  more.  Why,  there  is  no  Methodist 
who  does  not  say  the  same  thing  every  Sunday  of  his  life, 
perhaps  even  much  more  emphatically.  It  is  the  mere 
attempt  of  the  poor,  imperfect  creature  to  express  his  abso¬ 
lute  sinfulness,  and  his  gratitude  for  his  Saviour's  infinite 
love  and  mercy.  There  is  nothing  more  in  this.  But  even 
if  there  were,  it  must  pass. 

But  show  us  in  any  part  of  this  testimony  where  this 


presbyter  whose  action  is  being  investigated  holds  up  for 

adoration  these  elements  to  the  people.  It  cannot  be  done. 

There  may  be  an  array  of  counsel  to  make  the  attempt,  but 

it  will  defy  the  ingenuity  of  man  to  find  anything  like  this 

in  any  of  these  statements — statements  all  made,  I  under- 
•/ 


take  to  say,  with  the  strongest  possible  bias.  It  is  testimony 
sought  out  for  the  purpose  of  conviction;  and  yet,  when 
scrutinized  with  anything  like  fairness,  it  fails  to  reach  the 
mark.  These  gentlemen  who  testify  are,  I  doubt  not,  good 
men.  But  they  are  prejudiced,  a  film  is  over  their  eyes. 
I  do  not  doubt  their  sinceritv.  I  am  not  here  to 
stand  in  judgment  upon  anybody.  I  am  here  to  try,  in  my 
humble  way,  to  assert  the  rights  of  a  man  under  an  ecclesi¬ 
astical  indictment.  But,  just  consider  for  a  moment.  Here 
is  Doctor  King,  one  of  the  best  men  in  the  world,  and  who, 
I  believe,  spoke,  as  he  said  he  intended  to  speak,  as  con¬ 
scientiously  as  if  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath  or  affirma¬ 


tion.  Doctor  King  saw  two  chalices.  He  doubled  them 
unconsciously.  There  was  no  such  thing.  He  heard  the 
organ  playing  the  whole  time.  It  was  not  so ;  not  even  in 
that  low  tone  which  I  have  heard  in  other  churches.  But 
it  was  not  there  during  the  Communion  service  at  St. 
Clement’s.  Yet  that  fair-minded,  excellent  man,  uncon¬ 
sciously  imagined  two  things  which  did  not  exist.  When  a 
man  sets  about  it,  he  will  generally  find  what  he  wants. 
Human  nature  is  so  constituted  that  you  can  always  find  it 
if  you  want  it.  Take  the  purest  and  best  man  that  ever 
lived,  and  get  an  astute  person  to  pick  flaws  in  his  charac¬ 
ter:  he  will  convict  him  of  the  seven  deadlv  sins  before  he 
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leaves  him.  If  he  has  not  committed  them  in  fact,  it  will 
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be  found  that  he  has  at  least  thought  them;  and  we  have 
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authority  for  saving  that  the  criminal  thought  is  as  bad 
as  the  criminal  act.  A  man  maybe  a  murderer  in  his  heart, 
although  he  never  strikes  a  fatal  blow  ;  and,  by  this  kind  of 
reasoning,  we  may  convict  any  one.  But  courts  of  jus¬ 
tice — and  this  is  a  court  of  justice — do  not  deal  in  this  way. 
They  have  regard  to  the  infirmities  of  men.  They  deal 
with  realities,  not  with  imaginings. 

But,  what  did  Doctor  King  say?  He  was  asked  to 
state  what  he  saw  with  reference  to  the  elevation  of  the 
elements.  After  his  mind  had  been  turned  to  the  subject, 
he  tells  us  that  the  man  had  a  large  coat  upon  his  back. 
I  suppose  they  call  it  a  coat.  He  said  it  was  a  garment 
with  gold  stripes  on  the  back.  He  was  standing  with  bis 
back  to  the  congregation,  and  he  says  it  spread  over  a  con¬ 
siderable  distance. 

Doctor  King  then  stated  as  follows:  “  I  cannot  sav  that 

“  I  saw  him  do  anv  act,  so  far  as  the  consecration  of  the 
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“  elements  was  concerned,  except  that  I  saw  him  raise  the 
“  paten  above  his  head,  and  also  the  cup  above  his  head.  At 
“that  time  the  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  was  sitting  on  the  right 
“hand,  facing  the  chancel  in  the  church  by  himself. 
“Whether  he  was  sitting  or  kneeling  I  can’t  sav.  After 
“the  consecration  of  the  elements,  and  after  a  sufficient 
“  time  had  elapsed,  it  seemed  to  me,  for  the  officiating  clergy- 
“  man  to  partake  of  them,  the  Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  went  up 
“  from  his  seat  with  a  genuflection,  bowing  as  he  went  up 
“to  the  altar,  as  they  call  it,  or  as  it  is  called.  He  took 
“from  Mr.  Longridge  two  cups.” 

Well,  that  part  is  imaginary.  Now,  supposing  that  Mr. 

Prescott  is  answerable  for  what  his  assistant  did,  as  Mr. 

McMurtrie  seemed  to  think  he  was,  what  did  that  assistant 

do?  All  that  he  did  was  this  :  While  he  was  consecrating 

and  preparatorily  to  his  own  partaking,  he  raised  the  cup,  if 

you  please,  and  the  paten.  Is  that  the  offense  charged  in 

this  canon  ?  Let  us  look  at  it  again.  Don't  let  us  run  away 

with  the  thing ;  let  us  look  at  it  fairly.  “  The  elevation  of 

the  elements  of  the  Holy  Communion  in  such  manner  as  to 
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expose  them  to  the  view  of  the  people  as  objects  of  ad  ora- 
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tion.”  Now.  T  can  understand  that  if  a  man  turns  around 
and  conies  down  you  might  have  perhaps  drawn  an  infer¬ 
ence ;  but  to  say  that  when  a  man  stands  with  his  back  to 
the  congregation  engaged  in  what  might  be  aptly  called  a 
private  act  of  devotion,  to  wit,  his  own  partaking  of  the 
sacred  elements,  to  call  that  an  exposition  for  adoration  to 
the  people,  I  sayT  nothing  but  a  predetermined  purpose  to 
find  guilt  where  guilt  does  not  exist  would  induce  any 
tribunal  great  or  small  to  find  that  that  man  is  guilty  of  the 
offense  here  charged.  It  is  most  remote  from  it.  He  was 
then  asked  the  following  question  on  cross-examination  : 
“You  stated  something  about  when  the  cup  was  raised 
“  above  Mr.  Longridge’s  head.  Did  you  not  mean  above 
“  Mr.  Prescott’s  head  ? 

“  Answer. — Mr.  Longridge  had  the  cup  at  that  time 
“  when  lie  consecrated  the  elements. 

“  Question. — When  Mr.  Prescott  raised  the  cup,  how 
“  did  he  raise  it  ? 

“  A.  I  can't  say  that  he  raised  it  any  more  than  to  the 
“  level  of  his  chest.” 

This  in  not  elevating  in  the  sense  of  the  canon,  at  all. 
He  further  says:  “  I  don’t  remember  that  there  was  any- 
“  thing  special  at  the  moment  of  the  raising  of  the  cup 
“  which  could  have  called  my  attention  to  it.”  Is  this  an 
act  of  exposure  to  the  congregation  for  adoration  ?  See  how 
the  cross-examination  puts  the  matter  in  its  plain  natural 
light. 

o 

We  must  bear  in  mind,  not  only  here,  but  through¬ 
out  the  consideration  of  the  testimony,  that  the  act  of  the 
priest  in  turning  towards  the  people  with  the  elements  in 
his  hands,  is  really  a  silent  invitation  to  them  to  approach, 
and  may  have  been  mistaken  for  an  elevation  for  the  purpose 
of  adoration,  provided  always  the  minds  of  the  witnesses 
were  turned  in  that  direction.  The  statement  of  Mr.  Pres¬ 
cott,  himself,  on  printed  page  5,  is  worthy  of  consideration 
in  this  connection.  Mr.  Redner,  from  whose  testimonv  I 
extract  all  that  really  bears  upon  this  point,  tells  us,  in 
speaking  of  the  elevation  of  the  bread  and  wine,  that  it  was 
done  during  the  prayer  of  consecration,  and  with  the  priest’s 


back  to  the  people:  and,  after  the  consecration  was  over, 
he  saw  no  elevation  whatsoever.  I  purposely  omit  any 
reference  to  the  witness’s  testimony  as  to  processions,  bow¬ 
ings,  supposed  omissions  of  prayers,  kneelings,  hymns,  and 
the  like,  since  I  have  already  shown  that  they  have  no  place 
in  this  inquiry. 

The  Rev.  Mr.  Johnson’s  testimonv  covers  two  different 
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times.  On  one  of  them  Mr.  Prescott  was  not  present  at  all, 
and  I  shall  therefore  onl}T  notice  the  occasion  on  which  he  is 
said  to  have  been  present.  He  tells  us  that  he  saw  the  cele¬ 
brant,  Mr.  Mortimer,  hold  up  a  large  wafer,  apparently 
before  the  consecration,  and  after  consecration  turn  and  hold 
up  the  paten  before  the  congregation,  facing  them.  This 
witness  spoke  of  an  intensification  of  the  attitudes  of  rever¬ 
ence  when  the  elements  were  afterwards  elevated.  If  lie 
inferred,  which  is  not  verv  clear  from  his  language,  that 
this  was  during  the  turning  of  the  priest  towards  the  con¬ 
gregation  to  invite  them  to  approach,  as  is  invariably  done, 
it  really  lias  no  hearing  upon  the  point  which  is  being  inves¬ 
tigated.  The  priest,  or  celebrant  must  necessarily,  when 

O  L  y  %J  1 

he  is  standing  in  front  of  the  congregation  giving  them  the 
silent  bidding  to  approach,  hold  the  sacred  elements  in  his 
hands. 

The  Rev.  Mr.  Butler,  after  describing  the  brilliant  illu¬ 
mination  of  the  chancel  and  the  coming  in  of  the  persons 
whom  he  is  pleased  to  call  performers,  headed  by  a  crucifer, 
and  speaking  of  the  difficulty  in  his  making  out  what  the 
service  was,  testified,  that  “  after  the  elements  were  placed 
on  the  altar,  there  was  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  all  those 
persons  in  the  chancel  ” — he  didn’t  particularly  observe  the 
congregation — “to  be  in  a  constant  motion,  and  implying 
in  different  ways  adoration  to  what  was  there  placed.” 
When  asked  to  describe  the  acts  definitely,  he  spoke  of  them 
as  kneeling  and  bowing  of  the  head  at  different  times.  He 
also  spoke  of  two  candles  being  raised,  with  an  evident 
intention  of  expressing  adoration,  as  done  in  the  Church  of 
Rome.  He  also  said  that  those  were  known  in  the  Church 
of  Rome  as  acts  of  adoration.  He  also  stated  that  the  cele¬ 
brant  might  have  partaken  of  the  Holy  Communion.  The 


acts,  however,  which  he  described  as  acts  of  adoration,  he 
said,  took  place  at  the  pronouncing  of  the  words,  “  This  is 
my  body,”  and  u  This  is  my  blood.”  The  witness  was 
uncertain  whether  Mr.  Prescott  was  officiating  or  not, 
although  the  person  resembled  him.  He  spoke  without 
positiveness.  This  gentleman  was  also,  as  he  said,  to  some 
extent  taking  notes  during  the  service,  though  he  thought 
he  did  not  do  verv  much  of  it. 

After  the  testimony  had  apparently  been  closed,  two 
other  witnesses  were  called  at  the  request  of  the  committee — 
Messrs.  Wells  and  Harold  Goodwin.  Mr.  Wells  was  pre¬ 
sent  at  what  seems  to  have  been  a  memorial  service  in  regard 
to  the  late  Doctor  DeKoven.  All  that  he  says  bearing  upon 
the  only  point  at  issue  is,  that  “  at  the  close  of  the  Sanctus , 
Father  Prescott  proceeded  with  the  consecration,  elevating 
the  elements  in  turn  above  his  head,”  and  that  “  at  the  end  of 
the  prayer  of  consecration,  the  celebrant  and  the  deacon,  who 
was  Father  I  „turi  jamunicated  and  then  turned  towards 
the  congregation,'  aiding  up  respectively  the  paten  and 
chalice,  making  the  sign  of  the  cross.  This  attitude  was 
preserved  for  the  space  of  a  minute  or  more,  and  was 
responded  U  by  three  gentlemen  who  advanced  from  the 
naves  and  msles,  making  a  genuflection  at  the  lower  step  of 
the  chancel,  and  receiving  the  sacred  elements.  The  offici¬ 
ating  priest  then  returned  to  the  altar,  each  bending  the 
knee  as  the  elements  were  replaced  upon  it.”'  When  he  was 
pointedly  asked  whether  the  people  performed  any  acts  of 
adoration  or  worship  towards  the  elements,  he  answered,  u  I 
have  just  mentioned  the  case  of  three  members  of  the  con¬ 
gregation  who  communicated,  who  made  these  genuflections 
upon  approaching  and  retiring  from  the  chancel.  I  do  not 
remember  of  observing  anything  else  of  that  kind.”  The 
whole  of  the  rest  of  this  witness’s  testimony  referred  to  the 
various  portions  of  the  service  which  he  characterized  as 
the  M  ass.  He  referred  to  certain  omissions  in  the  service, 
and  told  us  the  epistle  was  taken  from  the  fourth  chapter  of 
first  Thessalonians,  thirteenth  to  sixteenth  verses,  inclu¬ 
sive.  Why  this  epistle  was  thus  carefully  particularized,  I 
am  unable  to  conjecture.  It  would  seem,  however,  that  in 
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a  memorial  service,  the  assuring  comfort  contained  in  this 
portion  of  the  Scriptures  was  not  very  inappropriate.  It 
would  seem  that,  when  the  persons  present  were  still  suffer¬ 
ing  under  the  loss  of  a  great  presbyter,  to  he  reminded  that 
if  they  believed  that  Jesus  died  and  rose  again,  “  even  so 
them  also  which  sleep  in  Jesus  will  God  bring  with  him,” 
could  hardly  he  regarded  as  out  of  place;  and  that  it  can 
never  be  inappropriate  to  any  church  service  to  be  told,  that 
“  the  Lord  himself  shall  descend  from  heaven  with  a  shout, 
with  the  voice  of  the  archangel,  and  with  the  trumpet  of 
God,  and  the  dead  in  Christ  shall  rise  first.”  Had  Mr. 
Prescott,  or  whoever  selected  the  portion  of  the  Scriptures 
to  be  read  on  that  occasion,  been  at  all  aware  of  what  was 
to  follow  in  consequence,  perhaps  he  might  not  have  thought 
it  inappropriate  to  have  begun  the  epistle  with  the  eleventh 
instead  of  the  thirteenth  verse. 

You  have  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Goodwin,  referring  to  a 
service  which  took  place  on  the  20  ‘  Jui  /1878,  which 

lie  called  Corpus  Christi  day.  The  gi  ,er  part  of  the  wit¬ 
ness’s  testimony  referred  to  particular  prayers  used,  which 
he  did  not  recognize  as  in  our  Prayer  Book,  and  possibly  as 
to  certain  omissions.  This  service  took  place  hi  the  chapel. 
I  quote  every  word  that  he  said  in  regard  t;>  the  point 
involved  in  this  discussion: 

“ Question . — Were  there  any  bowings  or  prostrations 
“  on  the  part  of  the  people  during  the  celebration  ? 

u  Answer. — Yes,  several ;  some  bowed  more  than  others  ; 
u  at  the  time  of  the  consecration  and  elevation  of  the  bread 
“  or  host,  or  whatever  you  call  it,  they  all  bowed  profoundly; 
u  some  in  the  aisle,  and  I  should  have  said  that  their  noses 
“  went  on  the  pavement;  I  don’t  know,  of  course, about  that; 
“  in  the  case  of  a  lady’s  veil  hanging  around  her  face,  I  can’t 
“  say  precisely  within  how  many  inches  she  went.” 

This  is,  in  substance,  the  whole  testimony  to  support 
the  charge  that  has  been  made.  How  utterly  inadequate  to 
the  purpose,  it  is  easy  to  see.  The  last  two  witnesses  really 
do  riot  touch  it.  Bearing  in  mind  what  Mr.  Prescott  has 
told  us,  that  a  witness  might  readily  mistake  the  intention 
of  the  priest  when  turning  to  the  congregation  with  the 
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sacred  elements  in  his  hands  as  a  silent  invitation  to  them  to 
come  forward  to  commune,  all  difficulty  disappears.  So  far 
as  the  term  elevation  is  appropriate  to  the  raising  up  of  the 
bread  and  wine,  it  is  plain  that  it  took  place  only  during 
,the  consecration,  and  while  the  priest  was  engaged  in  this 
act,  and  with  his  back  to  the  congregation.  There  is  not  a 
word  to  support  the  notion  that  in  the  language  of  the 
canon  there  was  an  “  elevation  of  the  elements  in  the  Holy 
Communion  in  such  manner  as  to  expose  them  to  the  view 
of  the  people  as  objects  towards  which  adoration  is  to  be 
made.”  That  communicants  and  others,  profoundly 
impressed  with  the  dignity  of  this,  sacrament,  and  the  won¬ 
derful  mystery  contained  in  it,  as  well  as  others  of  the  con¬ 
gregation  did,  by  the  humility  of  their  postures  and  other 
devotional  acts,  express  their  adoration  of  the  Deity  (not  of 
the  elements),  may  be  assumed,  but  that  any  adoration  of 
the  elements  themselves- took  place,  was  demanded,  sought 
ffir,  desired  or  intended,  either  by  priest  or  people,  is 
totally  denied,  and  has  certainly  not  been  shown  by  any  tes¬ 
timony  offered — very  far  from  it. 

Having  thus  gone  over  the  testimony  to  show  that  no 
foundation  exists  for  the  only  specification  of  the  charge 
which  can  stand,  what  remains  to  be  said  ?  We  believe 
that  the  whole  charge  and  proceeding  should  fall,  for  two 
sufficient  reasons  : 

First. — Because  there  is  no  proof  whatever  of 
offense  under  the  only  valid  specification  of  the 
charge.  Secondly. — As  all  the  other  specifications  are 
bad,  the  whole  charge  should  fall.  First. — If  we  keep  in 
mind  what  was  the  purpose  of  this  canon,  and  what 
alone  it  was  designed  to  strike  at,  and  that  what  was  designed 
by  it  should  be  unecpiivocally  proven,  there  would  seem 
to  be  no  difficulty  in  saying  that  no  case  has  been  pre¬ 
sented  upon  this  point.  We  have,  in  the  first  place,  the 
denial  of  the  party  cited  to  appear  and  be  heard  in  his 
defense.  The  testimony,  wherever  it  speaks  of  a  raising  up 
of  the  elements,  is  confined  to  the  act  of  consecration  by  the 
celebrant,  and  no  other  acts  are  shown  to  have  been  done 
than  the  usual  and  proper  turning  towards  the  congregation, 
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by  way  of  invitation  to  come  forward.  If,  indeed,  the  testi¬ 
mony  presented,  which  it  does  not,  a  case  of  doubt,  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  the  committee,  having  regard  to  well-known 
principles  of  punitive  law,  to  absolve.  As  has  been  said 
before,  the  lodgment  of  a  sufficient  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the 
judge  as  to  the  commission  of  the  offense,  is  necessarily  to 
absolve  the  accused. 

Secondly. — As  the  charge  is,  in  reality,  an  indictment 
containing  many  different  specifications  or  counts,  and  as  all 
but  one  are  bad,  what  becomes  of  the  whole  charge?  In  an 
English  criminal  court  of  justice  it  would  not  stand  for  a 
moment.  The  law  was  so  laid  down,  after  great  considera¬ 
tion,  in  O’Connell’s  case.  I  am  willing  to  admit,  however, 
that  in  this  State  the  law  is  technical!  v  otherwise.  But  there 
are,  nevertheless,  sufficing  reasons  for  saying  that,  in  the 
present  case,  the  whole  charge  should  altogether  fall.  I  shall 
proceed  to  give  them.  Here  is  a  charge  composed  of  nine 
or  ten  specifications,  which,  it  has  been  seen,  have  no  place 
in  the  trial.  They  refer  to  acts  of  commission  and  acts  of 
omission.  They  have  not  only  been  put  forward  prominently 
in  the  letter  addressed  by  the  Bishop  to  the  standing  com¬ 
mittee,  but  testimony  to  a  very  large  extent  has  been  given 
in  regard  to  all  of  them.  I  have  already  shown,  however, 
that  none  of  them  come  within  the  category  of  44  other  like 
acts,”  referred  to  in  the  canon.  They  may  or  may  not  be  in 
accord  with  the  views  of  the  several  members  of  the  stand¬ 
ing  committee,  or  of  all  of  them.  It  is  impossible  to  say  how 
this  is ;  hut  if  they  are  acts  looked  upon  with  disfavor  by 
even  a  single  member  of  this  committee,  then  their  intro¬ 
duction  into  the  charge,  and  their  support  by  testimony,  has 
been  calculated  to  do  Mr.  Prescott  a  very  great  injustice. 
They  will  necessarily,  though  perhaps  unconsciously,  tinge 
the  mind  and  the  judgment  of  his  triers,  and  give  color  to, 
or  have  a  tendencv  to  color,  the  only  charge  which  he  is 
bound  to  defend  himself  against.  How  is  it  possible  for  a 
judge  who  believes  that  many  or  any  of  the  practices  which 
have  been  detailed  at  so  much  length,  and  which  he  believes 
to  be  inconsistent  with  the  due  worship  set  forth  in  the  ser¬ 
vice  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  United  States 
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— how  is  it  possible  that  he  will  not  look  with  disfavor  and 
bias  upon  a  person  charged,  it  is  true,  with  another  totally  dis¬ 
tinct  offense,  but  who  permits  these  other  ceremonial  acts  to 
take  place  in  the  church  of  which  he  is  the  pastor  ?  How 
can  his  triers  free  themselves  from  this  influence?  It  is 
very  easy  to  say  that  while  these  charges  have  been  made 
and  testimony  has  been  largely  received  in  their  support, 
a  We  will  dismiss  them  altogether  from  consideration  and 
hold  our  minds  and  judgment  to  the  one  single  specifica¬ 
tion  which  is  correct.”  But  while  we  may  say  this,  we 
shall  find  it  so  hard  to  do,  that  no  right-minded  tribunal 
should  suffer  itself  to  be  placed  in  such  a  dilemma.  It  is 
asking  of  it  more  than  can  rightly  be  expected.  It  is 
like  the  receiving  of  testimony,  where  a  man  is  placed  upon 
his  trial  for  murder,  of  acts  of  turpitude  committed  by  him 
in  other  totally  distinct  directions,  such  as  having  at  one 
time  committed  an  act  of  perjury,  or  forgery,  or  of  theft, 
or  of  arson.  Their  tendency  is  irresistible.  It  is  of  course 
to  poison  the  minds  of  the  tribunal  in  whose  keeping  the 
question  of  the  accused’s  guilt  or  innocence  is  placed;  and 
when  such  testimony  has  been  received,  and  largely,  as  it  is 
impossible  to  say  what  its  effect  may  not  have  been,  the 
trial  is  no  trial  at  all,  and  must  be  set  aside.  And  all  this 
applies  with  enormous  force  to  an  investigation  like  the 
present.  Disguise  it  as  we  may,  these  inquiries  necessarily, 
to  an  extent  greater  or  smaller,  will  assume  the  character 
of  partisanship;  furthermore,  as  was  shown  in  the  outset  of 
my  remarks,  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  at  least  a  respect¬ 
able  portion  of  the  church  thinks  that  the  canon  in  ques¬ 
tion  is  in  conflict  with  the  fundamental  law  of  the  church. 
What,  then,  is  the  part  of  wisdom  in  such  a  case  ?  Is  it  not 
undoubtedly  for  the  standing  committee  to  say,  “  This 
charge,  in  its  concoction,  in  its  presentation,  in  the  evidence 
offered  in  support  of  it,  contains  so  much  extraneous,  incon¬ 
sistent  and  illegal  matter,  that  we  must  ignore  it  altogether. 
Sitting  as  we  are  sitting,  as  inquirers,  and  as  triers,  too,  the 
only  safe  course  for  us  to  adopt  is,  to  say  that  until  a 
charge  is  presented  in  strict  accordance  with  the  canon  and 
supported  by  evidence  bearing  upon  the  charge  itself  and 
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nothing  more,  we  will  not  permit  ourselves  to  exercise  the 
function  which  the  canon  confers  upon  us  only  in  the  cases 
prescribed  by  it”?  We,  therefore,  on  behalf  of  Mr. 
Prescott,  trust  that  for  one  or  both  of  the  reasons  just 
stated,  you  will  absolve  him  by  your  judgment. 

It  may  not,  however,  be  out  of  place  to  say  a  few 
words  in  conclusion  which  bear  generally  upon  the  case. 
I  have  always  supposed,  or  to  put  it  impersonally,  it  has 
always  been  supposed,  that  one  of  the  great  points  of  value 
of  our  church  is,  that  good  men  of  very  extreme,  or  even 
the  most  extreme — yea,  even  of  opposite — opinions  on  some 
points,  may  sit  together  on  its  broad  platform.  Its  articles 
have  been  described  by  learned  expositors,  as  Calvinistic, 
as  Lutheran,  as  designed  only  to  exclude  the  abettors  of 
popery,  and  as  compatible  with  the  Tridentine  doctrine. 
They  include,  or  certainly  should  not  exclude,  the  believer 
who  partakes  in  spirit  only  of  the  sacrament,  as  well  as 
him  who  regards  actual  participation  as  necessarily 
essential.  The  sainted  Elizabeth  Fry,  whose  life  was 
a  mission  of  mercy,  might  surely  sit  in  the  same 
church  with  the  holy  Keble.  This  church  rejoices  in  a  vast 
number  of  martyrs,  confessors,  and  holy  persons,  of  very 
different  opinions.  Under  its  broad  banners  have  been 
found  such  men — now  resting  from  their  labors — as  the 
spotless  Bishop  White,  Doctor  Arnold,  unwearied  in  good 
works,  the  fervent  Simeon,  the  heroic  Henry  Marty n,  and 
the  no  less  heroic  Frederick  Robertson.  Whv  must  we  dis- 
turb  those  who  differ  from  us  in  such  matters  as  have  been 
so  largely  referred  to  in  this  investigation?  Why  drag  a 
man  into  judgment  for  wearing  a  cross  upon  his  back,  or 
carrying  a  cross  in  procession  in  his  hands,  when  he  is 
striving,  and  measurably  succeeding,  in  imitating  Him  who 
was  nailed  to  the  cross  for  our  common  advantage  ?  Can  it 
not  be  seen  that  manv  of  the  acts  which  have  been  referred 
to  whilst  we  have  been  sitting  here,  and  which  have  been 
described  as  performances,  reach  classes  in  the  community 
which  otherwise  would  not  be  reached  at  all  ?  And  who 
are  the  clergymen — who  are  the  men — who  are  being  pur¬ 
sued,  and  who  perhaps  are  to  be  pursued  in  the  future? 


They  are  men  who  are  acting  out,  so  far  as  they  understand 
it,  botli  in  spirit  and  in  deed,  the  noble  profession  which 
they  have  assumed.  They  are  to  be  found  everywhere, 
where  sin,  and  sickness,  and  sorrow,  are  making  their 
ravages.  They  are  certainly  examples  of  that  pure  and 
undefiled  religion  which  we  are  told  consists  in  visiting  the 
widow  and  the  fatherless  in  their  affliction,  and  in  keeping 
one’s  self  unspotted  from  the  world.  Surely  we  do  not 
require  to  be  told  that  as  to  love,  joy,  peace,  long  suffering, 
— against  such  there  is  no  law ;  that  there  are  differences  of 
administrations,  but  the  same  Lord — or  to  be  reminded 
that  though  we  bestow  all  our  goods  upon  the  poor,  and 
though  we  give  our  bodies  to  be  burned,  and  have  not 
charity,  it  profiteth  nothing. 

What  then?  Shall  it  be  said  that  men  are  to  be 
allowed  to  introduce  practices  into  the  church  contrary  to 
its  traditions,  contrary  to  its  doctrines,  contrary  to  its  ritual, 
and  go  unpunished?  We  have  endeavored  to  show  that 
nothing  which  has  been  done  by  the  Reverend  Mr.  Prescott 
is  contrary  to  these  things,  but  that  all  that  he  has  done  is 
sustained,  doctrinally  and  ritually,  by  the  church  of  which 
he  is  a  priest. 

But  suppose,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument  and  no 
further,  that  he  and  those  who  are  serving  with  him  have, 
in  some  respects,  been  deviating,  as  they  are  said  to  have 
done.  What  is  the  part  of  Christian  wisdom?  Is  it  not  to 
see  whether  the  good  which  they  are  performing  does  not 
greatly  outweigh  the  possible  evil  which  may  be  introduced 
by  permitting  them  to  go  on  ?  Should  not  great  results  be 
regarded,  and  not  the  pett}7  acts  of  difference  by  which  it  is 
said  their  conduct  is  marked  ?  Be  assured,  moreover,  that 
tender  forbearance,  affectionate  remonstrance,  are  always 
much  stronger  persuasives  than  denunciations  and  accusa¬ 
tions.  1  would  say,  therefore,  if  they  have  done  any  of  the 
dreadful  things  which  are  found  enumerated  in  the  charge 
against  them, 

“  Be  to  their  faults  a  little  blind, 

Be  to  their  virtues  ever  kind.” 

And  you  may  be  certain  that,  though  they  may  stray 
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away  for  a  little  while,  like  the  lost  sheep  of  a  very  early 
acquaintance  of  all  of  us,  “  if  you  let  them  alone,  they  will 
soon  come  home/’  and  perhaps  even  curtailed  of  the  vest¬ 
ments  which  have  given  so  much  otfense  to  tire  very  excel- 
lent  but  hypersensitive  brethren  who  have  been  exercising 
themselves  so  much  in  regard  to  the  offenses  of  Doctor 
Prescott  and  his  fellows. 


ARGUMENT  OF  HENRY  FLANDERS,  ESQ. 

Mr.  Bishop  and  Gentlemen  of  the  Standing  Committee : 

In  addition  to  what  Mr.  Biddle  has  so  ably  and  elo¬ 
quently  addressed  to  this  committee,  I  desire  to  engage 
their  attention  by  a  very  brief  statement. 

We  believe,  and  have  no  doubt  that  it  will  be  so  held 
when  the  question  is  tested,  that  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  in  the  United  States  cannot  legislate  upon  her  wor¬ 
ship  in  any  other  way  than  by  rubric,  nor  upon  her  doc¬ 
trine,  in  any  other  way  than  by  an  article  of  religion. 

And  when  the  church  undertakes  to  sav  that  certain 

%j 

things  shall  not  be  done  in  public  worship,  it  is  the  same, 
in  principle,  as  saying  that  certain  things  shall  be  done. 
Both  are  alike  rubrical.  And  it  is  fundamental  law  that  the 
church  cannot  make  or  change,  enlarge  or  abridge  rubrics 
by  way  of  canon.  If  these  proceedings,  therefore,  result  as 
they  may,  in  a  trial,  the  constitutionality  of  this  canon  is 
the  preliminary  question  that  will  have  to  be  determined. 
If  determined  by  the  proper  legal  forum  adversely  to  our 
views,  then,  it  will  have  to  be  determined  whether  these 
alleged  practices  and  ceremonies  do  symbolize  erroneous  or 
doubtful  doctrines;  and  it  will  also  have  to  be  determined 
what  is  an  erroneous  doctrine;  and  the  wit  of  man  will 
have  to  be  exercised  in  determining  also  what  is  a  doubtful 
doctrine. 

But  before  this  committee,  and  in  this  stage  of  the 
proceedings,  and  treating  the  canon  as  if  it  were  perfectly 
valid,  the  question  with  regard  to  it  is,  what  does  it  prohibit 
or  condemn  ?  It  was  enacted  by  the  General  Convention 
of  1874.  It  was  reported  to-  the  Convention  by  a  committee 
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of  thirteen.  Their  labors  attracted  great  attention.  They 
were  inundated  by  all  sorts  of  proposals.  The  iconoclasts 
were  abroad.  The  Rev.  Dr.  Fulton,  who  submitted  the 
canon  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  speaking  of  the  multi¬ 
tudinous  specifications  that  some  people  wanted  to  introduce 
into  it,  said  :  “In  one  paper  before  us  I  distinctly  remember 
there  were  eleven  paragraphs  containing  about  thirty  dis¬ 
tinct  specifications,  and  about  the  small  number  of  three 
thousand  possibilities.”  Lights,  vestments,  acolytes,  the 
cross,  everything  that  adds  to  the  dignity  and  beauty  of  the 
worship  of  Almighty  God,  was  to  be  stricken  down.  But 
the  committee  resisted  the  pressure,  and  reported  the  canon 
with  only  four  specifications.  Among  these  were  incense 
and  the  crucifix  ;  but  the  House  of  Bishops,  with  that  dignity 
and  wisdom  which  characterize  their  acts,  and  enlightened, 
presumably,  by  Divine  influence,  promptly  struck  them  out. 
To  the  House  of  Bishops,  then,  we  owe  it,  that  incense  and 
the  crucifix  are  still  retained  in  the  spiritual  armory  of  the 
church. 

The  canon  was  then  left  with  but  two  specifications. 
Whv  ?  The  committee  have  told  us  : 

“  It  was  evident  to  the  minds  of  many  of  us  ”  said  Doc- 
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tor  Fulton,  “  that  there  was  a  growing  variety  of  services 
throughout  the  land  ;  that  the  Eesthetic  faculty  had  been 
brought  as  never  before  into  our  worship  of  Almighty  God  ; 
that  the  churches  of  Christ  throughout  this  country  had 
been  seeking  to  allure  men  to  the  worship,  and  to  the  love 
of  Christ,  and  it  was  felt  bv  manv  of  us  that  it  would  be  a 
dangerous  thing  and  a  wrong  thing  to  break  down  these 
aesthetic  tendencies  used  for  so  high,  so  holv,  and  so  noble 
a  purpose.  .  .  .  And,  sir,  I  beg  to  say  on  the  part  of  the 

committee  on  canons,  that  in  regard  to  these  things  there 
was  no  disposition  to  crush,  nor  the  slightest  disposition  to 
repress.” 

Referring  to  vestments  as  a  question  which  had  had  a 
factitious  doctrinal  meaning  attached  to  it,  and  which  did 
not  belong  to  it,  he  added :  “  Processional  hymns,  reces¬ 
sional  hymns,  Sundav-school  children’s  crosses,  vestments 
of  more  or  less  beauty — these  things  are  left  entirely  out. 
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I  trust  the  time  has  gone  by  when  this  church  can  be  pes¬ 
tered  out  of  its  dignity  by  proposed  legislation  on  any  such 
subjects  as  these.” 

Actuated  by  such  sentiments  and  motives,  sentiments 
and  motives  that  did  that  committee  the  highest  honor,  they 
confined  their  specifications  to  four  points,  two  of  which,  as 
we  have  seen,  were  stricken  out  by  the  Bishops,  leaving 
these  two  only,  namely: — 

(1)  The  elevation  of  the  elements  in  the  Holy  Commun¬ 
ion  in  such  manner  as  to  expose  them  to  the  view  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  as  objects  towards  which  adoration  is  to  be  made. 

(2)  Any  act  of  adoration  of  or  towards  the  elements  in 
the  Holy  Communion,  such  as  bowings,  prostrations,  genu¬ 
flections. 

These  are  the  specifications,  and  then  follows  the  gen¬ 
eral  clause : — and 

(a)  All  other  like  acts  not  authorized  by  the  rubrics 
of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer. 

What  are  like  acts  ?  Why  assuredly  upon  every  canon 
of  interpretation,  acts  of  the  same  nature,  personal  acts,  acts 
of  posture.  And  assuredly,  too,  you  cannot  rebuke  the 
General  Convention,  and  inject  into  their  enactment  what 
that  Convention  upon  deliberate  consideration  refused  to 
put  into  it,  and  carefully  excluded  from  it.  Why,  then,  in 
addition  to  the  two  specifications  adopted  by  the  General 
Convention,  are  we  confronted,  in  a  proceeding  under  this 
canon,  with  other  specifications  that  have  no  relation  to  it  ? 
Why  are  lights,  and  vestments,  and  servers,  and  other  things 
included  in  the  provisions  of  Canon  22,  title  1,  of  the 
Digest,  as  matters  for  your  investigation  ?  They  have 
already  been  investigated  by  the  highest  authority  of  the 
church,  by  its  General  Convention,  and  that  body  has  said 
that  it  has  not  the  slightest  disposition  to  repress  them. 

We  submit,  therefore,  that  nearly  all  the  specifications 
in  this  act  of  accusation  have  relation  to  things  not  prohib¬ 
ited  or  condemned  by  this  canon.  Has  this  committee  the 
courage  to  say,  that  the  remaining  specifications  are  unlaw¬ 
ful,  and  that  they  have  been  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and 
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such  evidence  !  as  has  been  produced  in  the  course  of  this 
investigation  ? 

We  live  in  an  age  when  science  and  philosophy  have 
greatly  curtailed  the  influence  of  the  clergy,  and  sapped 
the  foundations  of  belief  among  large  numbers  of  the 
refined  and  educated.  Why,  at  such  a  time,  when  the 
common  energies  should  be  employed  to  resist  the  common 
enemy,  and  to  strengthen  the  defences  which  are  so  fiercely 
assailed,  should  we  allow  ourselves  to  be  disquieted  and 
distracted  because  somebody  lights  a  candle,  or  wears  a 
party-colored  vestment,  or  looks  with  reverence  at  an 
image  of  our  Lord,  or  of  his  Mother,  or  of  his  Saints,  or 
sings  a  hymn,  or  repeats  a  verse  of  Scripture  a  moment 
before  or  a  moment  after  the  time  when  somebody  else 
thinks  it  should  be  sung  or  said  ? 

A  congregation  of  a  thousand  souls,  a  congregation,  I 
will  undertake  to  sav,  as  devout  and  as  energetic  in  all  that 
concerns  the  common  faith  as  any  other  in  this  diocese  or 
in  this  land,  a  congregation  that  has  never  intermeddled 
with,  or  arraigned  any  of  its  brethren,  and  which,  in  an  age 
of  unbelief,  has  apparently  believed  more  fully  and  rever¬ 
ently  than  others,  has  been  continually  hawked  at,  and 
publicly  assailed  whenever  a  public  opportunity  has  offered, 
by  those  who  loathe  the  doctrine  of  baptismal  regeneration, 
and  denude  the  Eucharist  of  all  its  characteristic  lineaments 
and  essential  properties,  and  who  would  convert  the  church 
into  a  conventicle,  ill-disguised  by  a  thin  coating  of  Episco¬ 
palian  varnish. 

An  occasion  has  now  arisen,  when  the  members  of  this 
committee  may,  if  the}"  are  so  minded,  bring  this  unseemly 
and  injurious  warfare  to  an  end.  It  is  impossible  by 
repressive  legislation  to  stay  the  march  of  events.  It  is 
written  that  the  services  of  the  church  shall  conform  to  their 
original  intention,  and  to  the  advancing  sentiments,  tastes 
and  feelings  of  the  generation  that  is  coming  rapidly  for¬ 
ward,  and  will  soon  push  us  from  our  stools.  By  opposing 
the  inevitable  we  create  unavailing  strife,  distract  the 
church,  and  subvert  its  dignity  and  its  influence. 
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The  opinion  or  argument  of  R.  C.  McMurtrie,  Esq.,  on 
behalf  of  the  prosecution,  was  handed,  as  the  counsel  of  the 
Rev.  Mr.  Prescott  were  informed,  to  the  chairman  of  the 
standing  committee.  They  have  failed  thus  far  to  obtain  a 
copy  of  it ;  otherwise  it  would  have  appeared  in  these 
pages,  and  at  this  stage  of  the  proceedings.  They  regret 
the  omission  of  Mr.  McMurtrie’s  opinion  or  argument, 
because  they  are  persuaded  it  would,  both  in  its  positive 
and  negative  character,  both  in  what  it  affirmed  and  in 
what  it  denied,  have  added  strength  to  the  arguments 
adduced  on  behalf  of  the  accused. 


In  re  St.  Clement’s. 

March  25,  1880. 

To  the  Right  Rev.  William  Bacon  Stevens ,  Bishop ,  etc.,  etc ., 
and  the  Rev.  Daniel  R.  Goodwin,  President  of  the  Standing 
Committee : 

Gentlemen  : — Mr.  McMurtrie  informs  us  he  has  left 
with  you  his  argument,  or  opinion,  in  this  matter.  We 
have  applied  to  him  for  a  copy  of  it,  which  he  declines  to 
give  us.  We  feel  very  sure  of  our  right  to  have  a  copy  of 
any  paper  submitted  to  you  in  this  matter,  and  are  further 
verv  willing  to  furnish  him,  or  any  one  connected  with  the 
cause,  with  copies  of  the  argument  on  our  side. 

We  may  also  add  that  on  application  to  John  Clayton, 
Esq.,  secretary  of  the  committee,  for  a  copy  of  Mr.  M  cMurtrie’s 
argument,  or  opinion,  he  declined  to  furnish  us  with  it. 
Your  earlv  attention  will  much  oblige, 

«y  O  ' 

Respectfully  yours, 

THOS.  J.  DIEHL, 

HEXRY  FLAXDERS, 
GEO.  W.  BIDDLE, 

WM.  S.  PRICE. 


B53S-13 
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Diocese  of  Pennsylvania.  I 
Episcopal  Rooms,  708  Walnut  Street,  > 
Philadelphia,  March  25,  1880.  j 

Gentlemen: — I  have  received  your  note  of  this  date, 
and  beg  leave  to  say,  that  the  Rev.  Dr.  Goodwin,  the  other 
person  addressed,  is  out  of  town,  and  will  not  he  hack  till 
some  time  next  week. 

I  will  then  lay  your  note  before  him.  Until  I  confer 
with  him  I  can  give  no  definite  answer  to  your  request. 

Very  truly  yours, 

WM.  BACON  STEVENS. 

Messrs.  Henry  Flanders ,  Thos.  J.  Diehl , 

Wrn.  S.  Price ,  and  Geo.  W.  Biddle , 

Esquires. 


The  Bishop’s  letter,  above  given,  is  the  last  notice  taken  • 
of  this  request  of  counsel  ;  and  neither  they  nor  their  client 
have  ever  been  able  to  obtain  a  sight  of  Mr.  McMurtrie’s 
argument,  or  opinion.  Comment  on  such  an  irregularity  is 
unnecessary. 


ARGUMENT  OF  WILLIAM  S.  PRICE,  ESQ. 

Bight  Reverend,  Bishop ,  Mr.  President ,  and  Gentlemen  of  the 
Standing  Committee : 

If  there  is  any  time  when  a  lawyer  is  not  at  home,  it  is 
when  he  is  called  upon  to  discuss  abstruse  theological  ques¬ 
tions.  I  profess  no  skill  in  that  direction,  and  therefore 
shall  escape,  as  much  as  I  can,  discussion  of  such  questions 
before  this  learned  body.  There  is  the  more  reason  why  I 
should  do  so  in  the  fact  that  my  colleague,  Mr.  Biddle,  has 
already  done  ample  justice  to  that  branch  of  the  case,  and  I 
know  full  well  that  I  could  add  nothing  to  the  strength  of 
his  argument.  Nor  shall  I  attempt  to  go  over  again  what 
my  colleague,  Mr.  Flanders,  has  submitted  on  the  questions 
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concerning  the  constitutional  validity  of  the  canon  under 

which  these  proceedings  are  progressing.  My  purpose  is  to 

confine  mv  remarks  chiefly  to  some  considerations  which 
%)  •> 

the  argument  of  Mr.  McMurtrie,  last  evening,  has  suggested. 
Then,  let  us  turn,  first,  to  the  first  branch  of  that  argument, 

which  relates  to  the  constitutionality  and  construction  of 

•/ 

the  addition  to  the  canon  numbered  22.  To  what  extent 
that  canon  infringes  the  fundamental  law  of  the  church 
appears  to  me  to  be  an  important  inquiry,  and  that  the 
result  of  it  ought  to  influence  this  body  in  dealing  with  the 
case  in  hand. 

There  has  never  been  a  time  since  1829,  when  the  canon 
prohibiting  the  preaching  or  inculcating  heretical  doctrines 
was  passed  by  the  General  Convention,  that  a  clergyman 
could  not  be  tried,  and,  if  found  guilty,  punished  for  teach¬ 
ing  erroneous  doctrine.  Long  before  the  canon  now  under 
consideration  was  passed,  we  had  the  canon  numbered  2 
of  title  two  of  the  Digest,  which  provides  that  every  minister 
of  this  church  shall  be  liable  to  presentment  and  trial  for 
the  offense  of  holding  and  teaching  publicly  or  privately, 
and  advisedly,  anv  doctrine  contrary  to  that  held  bv  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  United  States  of 
America.  So  that  if  it  be  true  that  the  rector  of  St. 
Clement’s  Church  has  advisedly  taught  erroneous  doctrine, 
or  doctrine  contrary  to  that  held  by  the  Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  in  this  country,  publicly  or  privatehq  by  symbols  or 
by  word  of  mouth,  or  by  both,  the  means  of  presenting  and 
trying  and  punishing  him  for  the  offense  were  always  open 
to  any  three  presbyters  who  were  willing  to  take  it  upon 
their  consciences  to  make  the  charge,  and  upon  their  hands 
to  prosecute  it.  That  canon  remains  a  law  of  the  church. 

Such  a  trial  must  be  initiated,  proceeded  with,  and 
completed  under  the  ample  canon  of  this  diocese,  which 
is  now  numbered  17,  and  which  provides  in  what  manner 
a  clergyman  shall  be  presented,  and  the  preliminary  in¬ 
vestigation  of  his  case  shall  be  had,  how  the  court  shall  be 
constituted,  and  the  trial  shall  proceed.  It  could  not  properly 
be  otherwise,  because  the  sixth  article  of  the  constitution  of 
the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  United  States  of 
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America,  provides  that  “  in  every  diocese  the  mode  of  try¬ 
ing  presbyters  and  deacons  may  be  instituted  by  the  con¬ 
vention  of  the  diocese.”  It  is  within  the  power  of  the 
General  Convention  to  define  offenses  for  which  clergymen 
may  be  tried  :  but  the  mode  of  trying  the  accused,  from  the 
moment  the  accusation  is  made  in  form  to  the  end  of  the 
proceeding,  was  reserved  to  the  dioceses  from  the  beginning, 
and  never  passed  into  the  control  of  the  General  Conven¬ 
tion.  That  Convention  is  inhibited  bv  the  constitution  of 

«/ 

the  church  from  creating  any  such  tribunal. 

The  General  Convention  is  a  bodv  created  bv  the 

4/  4/ 

constitution  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  is  bound  and 
limited  in  power  by  its  provisions.  If  that  body  has  under¬ 
taken  to  enact  the  gentlemen  who  are  here  into  a  tribunal 

O 

for  the  investigation  or  trial  in  any  degree  of  the  case  of  a 
clergyman  accused  of  teaching  false  or  erroneous  doctrine  in 
the  diocese  of  Pennsylvania,  I  submit,  that  that  Convention 
has  overstepped  the  constitutional  limit  imposed  upon 
its  action.  I  believe  the  canon  under  which  the  Right 
Reverend  Bishop  and  ,this  standing  committee  are  now 
acting  to  be  of  that  nature  and  character,  and  therefore  that 
is  one  of  the  reasons  which  I  assign  against  its  validity. 
Other  reasons,  doctrinal  and  rubrical,  I  understand  to  have 
been  submitted  by  my  colleague,  Mr.  Flanders.  There  are 
such  reasons  against  the  validity  of  the  Canon  22,  which 
have  been  extensively  accepted  in  the  church,  and  are  known 
to  have  stood  in  the  way  of  its  enforcement  in  other  dio- 
ceses.  I  do  not  propose  to  repeat  them.  My  desire  is  to 
view  the  case  before  you  more  particularly  from  a  lawyer’s 
standpoint.  The  reason  assigned  now,  is  dwelt  upon  for  a 
few  minutes  only,  because  it  is  in  the  line  of  the  remarks 
that  I  submit  for  your  consideration. 

You  will  hardly  need  to  be  reminded  that  an  enact¬ 
ment  which  violates  the  fundamental  law,  whether  in  the 
church  or  in  the  state,  binds  nobody.  It  ought  not  to  bind 
anybody.  It  is  an  unnatural  monster  at  best,  and  it  has  no 
force,  either  in  the  forum  of  conscience,  or  in  the  forum  of 
law.  To  give  force  and  effect  to  the  penalties  prescribed  by 
such  an  enactment,  is  sheer  tyranny;  and  it  would  be  no 

7  4/  nJ  7 
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easy  matter  for  a  just  man  to  justify  to  his  own  conscience, 
that  he  took  a  hand  in  such  a  performance  as  that. 

Mr.  McMurtrie  has  argued  that  the  proceeding  before 
you  is  not  a  trial.  He  has  taken  some  pains  to  impress  this 
view  upon  you.  You  are  not  trying  a  charge.  The  canon 
under  which  you  are  acting  is  not  punitive.  This  is  only 
an  investigation,  and  it  can  only  result  in  admonition.  If 
the  admonition  is  disregarded,  then  there  mav  be  a  trial  of 
the  clergyman  for  a  breach  of  his  ordination  vow.  This  is 
substantially  Mr.  McMurtrie’s  line  of  argument  when  he 
construes  the  canon  number  22 ;  and  he  submits  some  other 
views  to  which  I  will  advert  presently.  Yow  allow  me  to  say 
that  I  dispute  this  construction  of  the  canon.  All  ecclesi¬ 
astical  trials,  under  the  system  adopted  by  this  church, 
begin  with  a  specific  charge  in  writing,  which  is  followed 
by  a  preliminary  investigation,  and  then  by  the  more 
formal  conclusion  which  is  usually  spoken  of  as  the 
trial.  But  that  proceeding  from  the  beginning  to  the  end, 
is  the  trial  of  the  clergyman,  within  the  purview  of  our 
system  of  trial.  It  begins  with  the  accusation  or  indict¬ 
ment,  and  it  ends  with  the  judgment  and  sentence.  TThat 
intervenes  are  only  interlocutory  stages  of  the  trial.  See 
the  canon  of  this  diocese  numbered  17. 

Yow,  the  charges  in  this  case  are  contained  in  the 
Bishop’s  letter  to  Doctor  Prescott,  notifying  him  of  them, 
and  citing  him  to  appear  before  this  tribunal  on  account 
of  them.  Are  they  not  charges,  and  very  grave  charges,  to 
array  against  any  minister  of  this  church  ?  Read  them 
again,  if  you  doubt  it.  They7  are,  in  brief,  that  he  is  a 
teacher  of  false  doctrine,  by  means  of  symbols  and  cere¬ 
monies  such  as  are  there  specifically’  set  forth.  Yow 
what  is  going  on  here  is,  that  you  are  holding  an  investi¬ 
gation  of  the  truth  of  those  charges,  and  witnesses  have 
been  called  and  examined  to  sustain  them ;  and  all  that 
for  the  purpose  of  promoting  further  proceedings  in  the 
case.  Is  not  all  this  in  the  course  and  in  the  nature  of  trial  ? 
It  is  true  that  there  is  to  be  a  pause  for  admonition,  if  your 
present  investigation  shall  result  in  a  certain  way ;  but 
unless  things  about  which  you  are  now  inquiring  are  aban- 


(loned  in  the  mean  time,  what  is  commonly  spoken  of  as  the 
trial  is  to  follow.  I  still  contend,  therefore,  that  the  addition 
to  Canon  22,  under  which  you  are  acting,  is  within  the  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  sixth  article  of  the  constitution  of  the  Protestant 
Episcopal  Church  in  the  United  States  of  America,  and 
that  it  is  a  plain  invasion  of  the  provisions  of  the  canon  of 

this  diocese  numbered  17,  enacted  in  conformity  with  the 

*  ■/ 

constitution,  and  which  prescribes  the  mode  in  which  the 

cases  of  accused  clergymen  shall  be  dealt  with  in  the  diocese 

of  Pennsylvania.  And  when  vou  come  to  consider  this 

%/ 

aspect  of  the  case,  you  may  find  in  it  a  reason  why  this 
is  the  first  experimental  prosecution  that  has  been  insti¬ 
tuted  in  any  diocese  under  the  canon  in  question.  It  is 
now  nearly  six  years  since  it  was  passed,  and  although 
the  ritual  ceremonies  such  as  are  complained  of  as  being 
in  use  at  St.  Clement’s,  perhaps  all,  certainly  most  of 
them,  have  been  regularly  and  continuously  used  and  prac¬ 
ticed  in  at  least  six  dioceses,  this  is  the  first  attempt  at 
prosecution  under  the  canon  now  invoked.  The  disposi¬ 
tion  to  prosecute  was  not  wanting  in  those  dioceses,  but 
there  has  been  a  lack  of  confidence  in  the  validity  of  the 

nJ 

canon. 

Mr.  Biddle  has  said  that  you  are  not  expected  to  decide 
that  the  canon  is  unconstitutional.  I  concur  in  that. 
Unfortunately,  the  church  has  not  yet  created  a  tribunal  to 
consider  and  determine  such  questions.  But  there  may 
come  a  time,  and  at  no  distant  day,  when  the  necessity  for 
such  a  tribunal  will  be  made  so  apparent  by  the  conflicting 
decisions  in  different  dioceses  upon  just  such  questions  as 
are  involved  in  this  case,  that  to  abstain  longer  from  the 
creation  of  such  a  tribunal  will  be  to  breed  confusion  and 
discord  throughout  the  church.  Allow  me  to  suggest, 
nevertheless,  that  although  you  may  not  be  competent  to 
“  decide  ”  upon  the  constitutionality  of  the  canon,  yet,  if  it 
shall  appear  to  your  minds,  as  it  has  to  the  minds  of  others, 
that  the  canon  has  been  enacted  in  opposition  to  the  sixth 
article  of  the  constitution,  and  that  it  is  a  plain  invasion  of 
our  diocesan  canon  numbered  17,  and  of  the  time-honored 
and  exclusive  right  of  the  diocese  of  Pennsylvania  to  pro- 
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vide  her  own  tribunals  for  the  trial  of  her  own  offending 
clergy,  and  to  prescribe  the  mode  of  such  trials,  that  then, 
and  influenced  by  such  considerations,  you  may  very  well 
recognize  that  the  canon  has  no  binding  force  here,  and  fol¬ 
low  the  example  of  the  bishops  and  clergy  of  half  a  dozen 
other  dioceses  in  which  ritualistic  symbols  and  ceremonies 
are  practiced,  and  give  the  go-by  to  such  a  canon.  But  few 
exclusive  rights  were  reserved  to  this  diocese  when  the  con- 
stitution  was  adopted  and  the  General  Convention  came  into 
existence  under  it,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  those  few  rights 
ought  to  be  scrupulously- guarded  against  both  insidious  and 
open  invasion. 

A  few  words  onlj’,  in  reference  to  the  proviso  at  the 
end  of  the  addition  to  Canon  22  :  “  Provided  that  nothing 
herein  contained  shall  prevent  the  presentment,  trial  and 
punishment  of  any  minister  under  the  provisions  of  section 
1  of  Canon  2  of  title  II  of  the  Digest.”  This  does  not 
interfere  with  the  argument;  indeed  it  has  no  importance 
that  I  can  see.  The  section  1  of  Canon  2  referred  to, 
is'  that  one  which  defines  tlie  offenses  for  which  ministers 
may  be  tried.  The  Canon  22  appears  to  be  intended  to 
create  a  new  or  additional  offense,  and  to  provide  an 
original  method  of  dealing  with  it.  If  the  proviso  was 
intended  to  guard  against  a  repeal  by  implication,  of  the 
section  of  the  former  canon  mentioned  in  it,  then  it  was 
unnecessary,  though  harmless,  because  the  doctrine  of  repeal 
by  implication  has  no  place  in  the  church's  system  of  legis¬ 
lation.  And  if  the  proviso  was  intended  to  signify  that  the 
General  Convention  did  not  intend  to  prevent  the  present¬ 
ment,  trial  and  punishment  of  a  minister  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  canons  of  the  several  dioceses,  then  it  is  of 
no  importance,  because  the  General  Convention  has  not  the 
power  to  trench  upon  or  repeal  any  of  those  canons,  if  it 
would. 

Mr.  McMurtrie’s  argument  assumes  that  the  rector  of 
St.  Clement’s  is  guilty  of  all  that  the  Bishop’s  letter  imputes 
to  the  clergy  of  that  church.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consume 
time  in  examining  either  the  charges  or  the  testimony  in 
detail.  I  understand  the  argument  to  concede,  however, 
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that  some  only  of  the  charges  can  be  maintained  under  his 
construction  of  the  canon,  that  others  are  doubtful,  and  that 
some  of  them  may  as  well  he  abandoned  altogether,  as  they 
are  not  covered  by  the  phrase  “  all  other  like  acts  not  author¬ 
ized,'5  etc.  This  appears  to  throw  out  of  the  case  the  use 
of  lights  and  vestments,  and  the  employment  of  acolytes  or 
servers,  as  referred  to  in  the  Bishop’s  letter. 

Mr.  Olmsted  :  But  what  Mr.  McMurtrie  says,  does 
not  bind  the  committee. 

Mr.  Price  :  I  agree  that  it  does  not.  Although  Mr. 
McMurtrie’s  paper  has  been  submitted  to  the  committee  as 
an  opinion  which  he  was  asked  to  furnish,  yet  you  will  find 
that  it  is  really  a  close  argument  against  the  rector  of  St. 
Clement’s,  on  all  the  points  which  can  be  made  against  him,  on 
an  extreme  construction  of  the  canon.  But  notwithstand¬ 
ing  all  this,  it  was  found  to  be  unavoidable  to  doubt  some 
of  the  charges,  and  to  abandon  others.  I  cannot  conceive 
it  possible  that  the  committee  will  desire  to  go  beyond  the 
argument  for  the  prosecution. 

Now  Mr.  Biddle  submitted,  that  under  a  proper  con¬ 
struction  of  the  canon,  none  in  this  catalogue  of  charges 
should  be  considered,  except  those  three  matters  which  are 
Specified  in  it,  to  wit :  the  elevation  of  the  elements  in  the 
Holy  Communion,  in  such  manner  as  to  expose  them  to  the 
view  of  the  people  as  objects  towards  which  adoration  is  to 
be  made  ;  an\'  act  of  adoration  of  or  towards  those  elements, 
such  as  bowings,  prostrations,  or  genuflections ;  and  all 
other  like  acts  not  authorized  or  allowed  by  the  rubrics  of 
the  Book  of  Common  Prayer.  And  he  has  submitted  in 
strong  -argument,  that  the  “  all  other  like  acts,”  must  be 
referred  to  those  which  are  enumerated.  It  means  acts  like 
those.  It  does  not  mean  lights  or  vestments,  for  example, 
which  are  not  acts.  It  does  not  mean  the  singing  of 'hymns 
or  sentences.  But  one  branch  of  Mr.  McMurtrie’s  argu¬ 
ment  would  relate  the  “  all  other  like  acts,”  to  the  “  cere¬ 
monies  ”  mentioned  at  the  beginning  of  the  first  section  of 
the  canon,  which  are  not  acts  at  all.  This  cannot  be  the 
true  construction.  There  is  a  rule  for  interpreting  doubtful 
phrases  and  words  in  statutes,  and  that  is  to  interpret  such 
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a  phrase  or  word  by  reference  to  the  immediate  context. 
The  plain  context  here,  is  the  elevation  of  the  elements — an 
act,  the  act  of  adoration,  and  then  the  “  all  other  like  acts,” 
all  having  reference  to  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Commun¬ 
ion,  and  to  that  alone.  This  construction  of  the  phrase  is 
natural  and  reasonable,  which  it  is  always  important  to 
observe  in  the  interpretation  of  a  law  ;  while  the  other  con¬ 
struction  is  strained  and  unnatural,  and  gives  latitude  for 
the  introduction  of  anything  that  the  accuser  may  please  to 
call  a  ceremony.  Such  construction  of  a  punitive  canon 
ought  not  to  be  adopted.  Under  such  a  construction  you 
might  import  into  the  canon  as' prohibited  offenses,  various 
of  the  ceremonies  which,  as  is  well  known,  the  Convention 
that  made  that  canon  refused  to  prohibit. 

Then  having  regard  for  a  reasonable  construction  of  the 
canon,  the  charges  which  relate  to  the  use  of  lights,  the 
wearing  of  certain  vestments,  the  employment  of  acolytes 
or  servers  and  such  like,  necessarily  go  out  of  the  case,  and 
much  of  the  testimonv  delivered  by  witnesses  fails  to  be  of 
any  importance. 

There  has  been  a  strange  variety  of  testimony  listened 
to  by  this  body.  Persons  have  narrated  w  hat  they  saw 
and  heard,  or  believed  they  had  seen  and  heard,  and  what 
they  had  been  told  by  other  persons  at  St.  Clement's,  from 
whom  explanations  were  asked.  Doubtless  the  witnesses 
testified  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge  and  belief,  whatever 
that  may  amount  to,  but  most  of  them  testified  under  consid¬ 
erable  bias  and  feeling  against  ritual  service,  and  St. 
Clement’s  Church  generally.  One  of  the  charges  against 
the  rector  is  the  elevation  of  the  bread  and  wine  during 
or  after  the  consecration  of  the  same,  so  as  to  expose 
them  to  the  view  of  the  people,  as  objects  towards  which 
adoration  is  to  be  made.  And  there  is  also  the  charge  of 
genuflections,  prostrations  and  bowings  before  the  Lord’s 
table,  by  the  clergy  and  choristers.  This  charge  is,  of  course, 
to  be  referred  to  the  consecrated  elements,  and  it  has  been 
treated  as  showing  that  there  was,  in  fact,  adoration  of  them 
by  the  clergy  and  choristers.  This  supposed  fact  has  been 
utterly  denied,  however,  and  I  will  refer  more  particularly 
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to  it  presently.  But  if  we  are  to  credit  the  statement  of  one 
of  the  witnesses,  there  were  howings,  genuflections,  and  pros¬ 
trations  from  the  beginningof  the  services  which  he  attended, 
and  not  only  long  before  the  consecration,  but  before 
the  unconsecrated  elements  were  removed  from  the  credence 
table  to  the  Lord’s  table.  To  what  was  that  imagined 
adoration  directed  ?  If  such  testimony  is  to  be  relied  on, 
then  it  would  appear  that  such  acts  of  humility  and  rever¬ 
ence  do  not  necessarily  establish  that  those  who  engage  in 
them  are  thereby  adoring  or  worshiping  the  consecrated 
elements. 

You  have  received  an  explanatory  paper  from  the  rec¬ 
tor  of  St.  Clement’s  on  these  subjects.  It  appears  to  me  not 
to  have  been  treated  in  the  argument  of  Mr.  McMurtrie 
with  the  consideration  that  is  due  to  it.  The  argu¬ 
ment  is  substantially,  that  the  statement  contained  in 
that  paper  may  be  regarded  with  suspicion.  Intend¬ 
ments  are  to  be  made  against  the  author  of  it.  It 
need  not  be  believed  unless  you  And  it  supported  by 
the  testimony  of  somebody  else.  And  you  are  at  liberty 
to  infer  a  great  deal,  from  the  fact  that  the  rector  did  not 
submit  himself  to  the  running  fire  of  a  personal  examina¬ 
tion  by  the  members  of  this  body,  in  which  the  rules  of 
evidence  are  not  observed;  and  that  certain  persons  whom 
you  invited  to  attend  as  witnesses  did  not  put  in  an  appear¬ 
ance  for  you.  This  appears  to  be  the  style  in  which  the 
rector  and  his  paper  are  treated  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu¬ 
tion  here.  When  such  a  line  of  argument  is  resorted  to  in 
our  criminal  courts  it  is  generally  aimed  at  persons  who 
have  criminal  reputations,  but  it  has  no  proper  place  here. 
Can  it  be  that  this  is  indicative  of  the  estimate  which  clergv- 
men  place  on  each  other?  Is  that  the  footing  on  which  the 
Right  Reverend  Bishop  and  the  standing  committee  of 
this  diocese  are  to  receive  the  solemn  statement  of  a  clergy¬ 
man  in  good  standing  in  the  diocese?  I  submit  that  the 
propositions  are  simply  monstrous,  and  that  they  cannot  be 
entertained  without  discredit  to  the  church  to  which  we 
l  elong.  If  the  clergy  are  to  treat  each  other  after  the 
fashion  suggested  in  the  argument,  how  long  will  they  be 
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But  the  explanation  does  not  stand  upon  the  statement 
of  Doctor  Prescott  alone.  There  is  attached  to  it  also  the 
certificates  of  three  other  clergymen  in  attestation  of  its 
truthfulness,  the  Reverends  Mr.  Maturin,  Mr.  Converse  and 
Mr.  Wells,  all  of  good  standing  in  this  diocese,  and  men 
who  know  whereof  they  speak.  What  man  has  presented 
himself  here  to  say  aught  against  the  reputation  of  any  one 
of  the  signers  of  this  statement  for  truthfulness?  And  it 
so  happens  that  neither  of  them  was  a  celebrant  at  St. 
Clement’s  upon  either  of  the  occasions  of  which  the  wit¬ 
nesses  have  spoken. 

The  President  :  Is  it  understood  that  those  certificates 
are  in  evidence  here  before  the  Bishop  and  standing  com¬ 
mittee  ? 

Mr.  Price  :  I  suppose  so,  and  therefore  I  treat  them  as 
part  of  the  evidence. 

The  President  :  I  believe  they  have  never  been  accepted 
as  evidence.  That  is  my  recollection  of  the  matter.  I 
doubt  whether  they  should  be  referred  to  in  the  argument, 
as  they  are  not  before  us.  Those  gentlemen  never  appeared 
to  testify,  although  some  of  them  were  asked  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Price  :  I  do  not  know  as  to  that,  for  I  was  not 
present  when  the  certificates  were  handed  in.  But  attached 
to  the  copy  of  the  statement  from  which  I  speak,  there  are 
copies  of  the  certificates  also  ;  and  I  supposed  that  all  of 
them  had  been  received  by  the  committee  as  evidence,  and 
for  that  reason  I  referred  to  them.  Blit  if  there  is  a  doubt 
about  it,  let  the  matter  stand  upon  the  statement  of  Doctor 
Prescott  alone. 

The  President  :  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Secretary  how 
that  stands  upon  our  record  ? 

The  Secretary  :  It  stands  in  this  way :  that  I  addressed 

a  note  to  the  counsel  of  Mr.  Prescott  and  said  that  as  those 

certificates  were  not  in  the  answer  when  it  was  read  here  by 

*/ 

Mr.  Diehl,  but  were  subsequently  put  there,  after  it  was 
printed,  that  if  he  wanted  those  certificates  to  form  part  of 
his  answer,  the  committee  would  expect  the  parties  to  appear 
here  and  give  some  evidence. 
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Mr.  Price  :  Then  let  the  matter  rest  on  the  statement 

of  the  rector  alone,  and  my  remarks  in  relation  to  that.  I 

*  */ 

am  willing  to  let  that  stand  against  the  loose  and  inaccurate 
statements  of  witnesses  on  the  same  points  ;  and  I  will  trust 
to  your  sense  of  what  is  due  to  justice  and  proprietj’  to 
credit  your  brother  clergyman,  against  whose  right  to  be 
credited  for  what  he  says,  no  man  has  taken  upon  his  con¬ 
science  to  utter  one  word. 

A  few  more  words  on  the  subject  of  Mr.  McMurtrie’s 
intendments,  and  I  will  leave  this  branch  of  the  case.  You 
are  trying,  or  investigating,  as  you  may  choose  to  call  it,  the 
rector  of  St.  Clement’s  alone.  You  are  to  draw  intendments 
against  him,  is  the  argument,  because  the  assistant  ministers 
at  his  church  and  members  of  the  vestry  of  his  church 
have  not  attended  here  as  witnesses  in  obedience  to  your 
request.  If  those  gentlemen  have  been  contumacious  in  this 
respect,  do  you  not  think  it  would  be  better  to  try  them  for 
that?  I  have  never  heard  before  that  the  defendant  in  a 
prosecution  of  any  kind  was  to  be  regarded  as  guilty,  and 
punished,  because  the  prosecutor’s  witnesses  did  not  attend 
the  trial  to  prove  a  case  against  him.  This  looks  very  much 
like  turning  our  ordinary  views  of  justice  and  reason  up¬ 
side  down.  The  case  of  the  prosecution  here  appears  to 
require  a  strained  construction  of  everything  in  order  to 
give  it  a  foothold.  The  complaint  is  not  that  the  rector, 
the  defendant,  has  not  attended  your  sittings,  for  he  has 
attended  all  but  one  of  them. 

Mr.  James  S.  Biddle:  He  refused  himself  to  be  a  wit¬ 
ness. 

Mr.  Price:  As  every  man  accused  has  a  perfect  right 
to  do;  and  he  is  not  to  be  questioned  for  so  doing.  But  he 
is  charged  in  the  argument  not  only  with  that,  but  with  the 
non-attendance  of  the  other  persons  also. 

The  President  :  Is  it  the  law,  that  if  the  accused  party 
puts  himself  on  the  stand,  he  is  not  to  be  questioned? 

Mr.  Price  :  Not  at  all ;  but  his  right  not  to  put  him¬ 
self  on  the  stand  is  unquestionable. 

The  President  :  But  if  he  puts  himself  there,  he  is 
liable  to  be  questioned  ? 
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Mr.  Price  :  Undoubtedly  ;  if  he  puts  himself  on  the 
stand,  he  submits  himself  to  be  questioned. 

The  President  :  I  understand  that  you  are  treating  the 

certificates  as  testimony. 

€/ 

Mr.  Price  :  The  statement  of  the  rector  comes  before 
you,  as  I  understand  it,  as  an  explanation  of  some  things 
done  or  said  to  be  done  at  St.  Clement’s.  It  appears  to  be 
in  the  nature  of  an  answer,  and  to  correct  some  misstate¬ 
ments  before  the  committee.  I  have  not  referred  to  the 
certificates  of  others  since  we  came  to  an  understanding  that 
the  committee  does  not  receive  them.  Mr.  McMurtrie  took 
some  such  view  of  the  statement,  if  I  remember  correctly, 
and  likened  it  to  an  answer  in  equity.  I  am  quite  satisfied 
with  the  comparison,  because  the  rule  in  equity  is,  that  the 

answer  of  the  defendant  is  to  be  taken  as  absolutely  true  in 

*/ 

relation  to  the  matters  about  which  he  is  called  upon  to 
answer,  unless  it  is  met  by  the  direct  testimony  of  two  wit- 
nesses  or  by  one  witness  supported  by  corroborating  circum¬ 
stances,  to  the  contrary  of  the  answer. 

I  have  asked  you  to  regard  the  printed  statement  of  the 
rector  of  St.  Clement’s.  Now  let  me  ask  your  attention  to  a 
sample  of  the  testimony  you  have  listened  to,  to  the  contrary 
of  the  statement,  and  such  as  the  statement  or  answer  was 
evidently  intended  to  correct.  It  is  charged  that  among  the 
other  ceremonies  and  practices  observed  by  the  clergy  of  St. 
Clement’s,  is  that  of  prostrating  themselves  to  or  before  the 
Lord’s  table  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion. 
Neither  of  the  witnesses  saw  the  rector  prostrate  himself, 
and,  in  view  of  the  testimony,  that  charge  is  simply  not 
proven  as  to  him.  But  you  have  been  told,  that  on  the 
occasion  of  a  service  in  the  chapel,  there  was  a  woman  who 
actually  went  down  upon  her  stomach.  Who  that  woman 
was,  from  whence  she  came  or  whither  she  went,  whether 

f 

sane  or  insane,  you  were  not  informed.  Another  witness, 
who  ought  to  have  informed  you  accurately,  for  he  is  gen¬ 
erally  accurate,  but  who,  in  this  instance  spoke  hastily,  told 
you  of  persons  who  went  down  on  their  noses  on  the  pave¬ 
ment  iq  the  chapel.  But  this  witness,  when  the  extrava¬ 
gance  of  his  statement  flashed  upon  his  mind,  immediately 
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added  :  “  I  do  not  know,  of  course,  about  that.  In  the  case  of 
a  lady’s  veil  hanging  around  her  face,  1  cannot  say  precisely 
within  how  many  inches  she  went  ”  Now,  the  rector  has 
said  that  he  cannot  say,  of  his  own  knowledge,  that  any¬ 
thing  which  he  should  call  a  prostration  has  ever  been  used 
in  St.  Clement’s  Church.  What  he  has  seen  has  been  a  low 
bending  of  the  body,  while  those  so  bowing  were  kneeling 
upon  their  knees.  Such  acts  of  humble  devotion  have  been 
mistaken  for  prostration,  and  the  term  has  been  misapplied. 
There  was  a  clerical  witness  who  testified  quite  freely 
about  prostrations,  as  you  may  remember.  It  occurred 
to  me  that  this  gentleman,  educated  in  the  use  of 
theological  terms,  ought  to  know  what  he  was  talking  about, 
and  I  asked  him  to  describe  what  he  meant  by  a  prostra¬ 
tion.  He  answered  that  it  was  a  bowing  of  the  head  and  a 
bending  of  the  knee.  That  is  what  he  understood  to  be  a 
prostration  ;  but  it  was  not  a  prostration  at  all.  I  ventured 
to  follow  my  question  by  another  :  “  Was  you  ever  in  a  well- 
ordered  Episcopal  church  on  *anv  occasion,  when  you  did 
not  see  persons  bow  the  head  and  bend  the  knee?”  And 
the  answer  was:  “No;  I  don’t  know  that  I  ever  was.” 
This  witness  confirmed  the  statement  of  the  rector. 

Prostration,  or  the  prostrating  of  the  body  in  worship, 
is  an  oriental  practice,  as  we  all  know.  I  believe  it  has  a 
place  in  the  service  of  the  Greek  Church;  but  none  in  the 
Latin  Church,  except  in  one  of  the  services  for  Good 
Friday;  and  of  course  it  has  no  place  in  the  service  of  the 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church.  The  rector  of  St.  Clement’s 
is  doubtless  justified  in  saying  that  he  never  saw  a  prostra¬ 
tion  in  his  church. 

Hr.  Watson  :  Ho  you  make  a  distinction  between 

1/ 

church  and  chapel? 

Mr.  Price  :  No,  sir  ;  I  have  not  intended  to  do  so.  If 
it  be  so,  however,  that  a  woman  did  go  down  on  her  stom¬ 
ach,  and  that  others  did  go  down  on  their  noses,  in  the 
absence  of  the  rector  of  St.  Clement’s,  I  trust  that  he  is 
not  to  be  considered  on  trial  for  their  exuberances.  Such  a 
charge  will  not  be  found  in  the  Bishop’s  letter. 
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One  of  the  extreme  conclusions  which  Mr.  McMurtrie 
draws  against  the  rector  of  St.  Clement’s  is  that  he  teaches  or 
inculcates  the  doctrine  known  as  transubstantiation.  No 
such  charge  is  specified  in  the  Bishop's  letter  :  the  allegation 
contained  in  the  argument  is  denied,  and  no  one  of  the 
witnesses  has  ventured  to  assert  that  such  an  allegation  is 
true.  That  should  end  the  matter.  But  notwithstanding  all 
this,  you  are  expected  to  find  that  there  is  such  a  fact  in  the 
case.  From  whose  imagination  shall  it  be  derived  ?  It  is 
argued  that  \9u  may  intend  it  from  the  ceremonies  and 
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practices  at  that  church.  If  that  be  sound  in  argument,  then 
anything  in  the  nature  of  erroneous  doctrine  which  it  is 
deemed  desirable  by  the  prosecutors  to  fasten  upon  the 
rector,  may  be  intended  and  found  against  him  by  this  pro¬ 
cess.  Nothing  need  be  proved  ;  denial  goes  for  nothing; 
and  it  is  only  necessarv  that  such  an  interpretation  shall  be 
applied  to  the  ceremonies  and  practices  in  use,  as  the  prosecu¬ 
tors  desire,  for  their  own  purposes,  to  find  in  them.  Now 
what  is  lawful  and  what  is  not  lawful  in  the  Protestant  Epis¬ 
copal  church,  in  the  line  of  doctrine  and  worship  in  the 
administration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  was  most  thoroughly 
and  ably  investigated  by  Dr.  Phillimore  in  the  well-known 
case  of  Sheppard  vs.  Bennett ,  in  the  Court,  of  Arches,  reported 
in  the  collection  of  his  ecclesiastical  judgments,  and  again 
in  the  privy  council  reports.  The  judgment  of  Dr.  Phillimore 
was  reviewed  by  the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council, 
the  court  of  last  resort  in  matters  ecclesiastical,  and  there 
affirmed.  That  case  has  formulated  into  law  some  proposi¬ 
tions  which  are  worth  citing  here : 

“  It  is  lawful  for  a  clerk  in  Holy  Orders  to  affirm  that 

there  is  a  real,  actual,  and  objective  presence  of  our  Lord, 

♦ 

external  to  the  communicant,  under  the  form  of  bread  and 
wine  at  the  Holy  Communion." 

“  It  is  not  lawful  for  him  to  affirm  a  visible  presence  of 
our  Lord  at  the  Holy  Communion." 

✓ 

“  It  is  lawful  for  him  to  affirm  that  there  is  in  some 
sense  a  sacrifice  offered  at  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion.” 
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“  It  is  lawful  for  him  to  affirm  that  adoration  is  due  to 

our  Lord  present,  under  the  form  of  bread  and  wine,  at  the 

celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion.” 

*/ 

“  It  is  not  lawful  for  him  to  affirm  that  adoration  is  due 
to  the  consecrated  elements.” 

I  suppose  it  is  to  be  assumed  that  the  members  of  this 
tribunal  are  believers  in  the  doctrines  and  sacraments  of 
their  church.  Then,  if  the  clergy  of  St.  Clement’s  rever- 
ently  bow  the  head  or  the  body,  or  both :  or,  if  they 
humbly  kneel,  or  even  genuflect — by  bowing  the  body  and 
bending  one  knee,  in  reverent  and  humble  adoration  of  our 
Lord  in  some  mysterious  manner  present  in  the  celebration 
of  the  Holy  Communion — how  can  you  intend  or  find  that 
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by  such  acts  or  practices  they  teach  or  inculcate  the  prohib¬ 
ited  doctrine  of  transubstantiation  ? 

I  am  aware  that  the  doctrine  has  been  advanced  here, 
that  the  rector  is  responsible  for  all  that  is  done  in  his  church 
by  persons  clerical  and  lay.  That  is  more  than  a  doubtful 
doctrine.  One  of  the  clerical  members  of  the  committee 
suggested  that  the  maxim  qui  fac'd  per  alium  facit  per  $e,  is 
applicable  ;  but  suppose  we  add  to  that  civiliter  non  criminal- 
iter,  and  then  the  maxim  will  be  more  complete  in  its  appli¬ 
cability  to  the  case  in  hand.  I  have  already  endeavored  to 
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show  that  the  canon  under  which  you  are  acting  is  a  puni¬ 
tive  one.  It  creates  a  new  offense,  one  theretofore  unknown 
to  the  law  of  the  church,  and  it  leads  on  to  punitive 
consequences.  It  is  these  punitive  canons  which  constitute 
what  may  be  called  the  criminal  law  of  the  church;  and 
when  was  it  ever  heard  of  before,  that  a  man  may  be  prose¬ 
cuted  to  the  point  of  deprivation  or  punishment  for  the 
offense  of  another? 

This  proceeding  has  some  other  peculiar  features.  You 
are  conducting  one  of  the  stages  of  an  ecclesiastical  trial, 
the  investigation  of  the  charges  in  writing,  against  a  clergy¬ 
man,  preliminary  to  the  more  formal  trial.  And  there  is 
the  anomaly  here  of  the  triers  or  investigators  bein^  one- 
half  laymen.  I  do  not  make  this  point  in  the  spirit  of 
objecting  to  the  practical  wisdom  and  experience  of  laymen 
being  infused  into  ecclesiastical  trials ;  on  the  contrary,  I 
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wish  there  was  more  of  it.  But,  what  I  have  to  say  of  it  is, 
that  it  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  practice  of  the  Protestant 
Episcopal  Church  in  this  country.  A  bishop,  against  whom 
charges  are  preferred,  is  to  be  investigated  and  tried  by 
bishops,  as  provided  for  in  Canon  9  of  title  two  of  the 
Digest  of  the  General  Convention.  A  clergyman,  not  being 
a  bishop,  against  whom  charges  are  preferred,  is  to  be 
investigated  by  the  Bishop  and  tried  by  other  of  the  clergy, 
as  provided  for  in  the  diocesan  canon  numbered  17, 
and  by  virtue  of  the  sixth  article  of  the  constitution  of  the 
church.  This  system  appears  to  be  founded  upon  a  con¬ 
ceded  right  of  the  clergy  to  be  tried  by  their  peers,  from 
the  moment  that  charges  are  presented  until  judgment  is 
reached.  But  the  invalid  canon  under  which  this  standing 
committee  is  now  acting  would  set  this  long-established  law 
and  practice  of  the  church  at  defiance,  and  introduce  dis¬ 
order  in  what  may  be  called  the  judicial  system,  always 
heretofore  observed.  As  that  canon  reads,  after  the  charges 
are  formulated,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  Bishop  to  summon 
the  standing  committee  as  his  council  of  advice,  and  with 
them  to  investigate  the  matter.  And  if,  after  investigation, 
it  shall  appear  to  the  Bishop  and  standing  committee  that 
unauthorized  ceremonies  and  practices  exist,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  Bishop  to  admonish  the  minister,  and  if  the 
admonition  is  unheeded,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  standing 
committee  to  proceed  further  in  the  same  matter,  and  cause 
the  minister  to  be  tried  for  a  breach  of  his  ordination  vow. 

How  let  us  recur  again,  for  a  moment,  to  Mr.  McMur- 
trie’s  notion  that  you  are  not  engaged  in  a  trial ;  and  that 
the  only  trial  prescribed  is  for  a  breach  of  the  ordination 
vow.  I  respectfully  submit  that  you  are  now,  and  have 
been  for  some  time  past,  engaged  in  a  trial,  and  that  a  seri¬ 
ous  one,  of  the  rector  of  St.  Clement’s,  though  you  may  not 
be  trying  him  for  a  breach  of  his  ordination  vow.  You  are 
trying  him,  upon  the  charges  specified  in  the  Bishop’s  letter 
to  him,  as  a  teacher  of  false  doctrine  through  the  medium 
of  ceremonies  and  practices  in  connection  with  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  the  Holy  Communion.  That  is  the  real  offense, 
if  any  offense  at  all  has  been  committed.  That  is  what  he 
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is  charged  with  ;  it  is  that  about  which  you  have  been 
receiving  testimony.  And  you  are  to  arrive  at  a  conclusion, 
and  announce  it,  in  relation  to  those  charges.  Now  you 
may  label  these  proceedings  with  any  name  that  fancy  may 
suggest;  but  what  are  they  after  all,  hut  one  of  the  stages  of 
an  ecclesiastical  trial  upon  those  charges?  What  element  of 
such  a  trial  is  needed  to  make  it  complete  ?  That  there  may 
be  another  trial,  for  breach  of  the  ordination  vow,  under  the 
same  canon,  does  not  prove  that  this  is  not  in  the  course  of 
a  trial  for  teaching  false  doctrine  as  charged  in  the  Bishop’s 
letter.  And  if  this  be  not  the  trial  of  the  rector  upon  the 
charges  which  you  now  have  in  hand,  when,  by  whom,  and 
in  what  manner  can  he  ever  be  tried  upon  those  charges 
under  the  canon  of  the  General  Convention  numbered  22, 
upon  which  your  proceedings  are  based  ?  I  submit  again, 
that  this  proceeding  is  in  the  course  of  a  trial  on  those 
charges  ;  and  if  the  rector  of  St.  Clement’s  should  be  tried 
in  the  future  for  a  breach  of  his  ordination  vow,  and  he 
should  set  up  at  that  time,  that  he  had  not  yet  been  found 
guilty  of  the  ceremonies  and  practices  which  lie  at  the  root 
of  the  case  and  caused  the  admonition,  he  would  soon  be 
informed  by  his  prosecutors  that  all  questions  about  cere¬ 
monies  and  practices  were  finally  passed  upon  and  deter¬ 
mined  in  this  proceeding,  and  that  the  only  open  question 
was  whether  or  not  he  had  broken  his  vow. 

Well,  gentlemen,  this  method  of  trying  a  minister  upon 
one  of  the  most  serious  charges  that  can  be  brought  against 
him,  in  an  ecclesiastical  point  of  view,  and  at  the  same  time 
saying  that  it  is  no  trial;  or  this  method  of  accusing  a  man 
of  one  thing,  and  trying  him  for  another,  may  all  be  harm¬ 
less  enough  while  it  remains  here,  and  seems  to  be  con¬ 
trivance  enough  to  enable  the  prosecutors  to  escape  respon¬ 
sibility  ;  but  if  these  proceedings  shall  ever  reach  the  point 
of  injury  to  the  rector  of  St.  Clement’s  in  person,  property 
or  reputation,  and  he  is  driven  by  the  injustice  of  his  prose¬ 
cutors  and  triers  to  seek  justice  elsewhere,  it  may  then  be 
found  that  the  machinery  which  seems  to  be  at  work  here 
will  not  work  so  smoothly  elsewhere. 

Mr.  Olmsted  ;  Your  theory  is,  that  if  the  minister 
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should  be  admonished,  and  the  admonition  should  not  be 
obeyed,  then  the  minister  is  to  be  tried  for  a  breach  of  his 
ordination  vow  ? 

Mr.  Price  :  That  is  no  theory  of  mine;  but  I  under¬ 
stand  it  to  be  Mr.  MeMurtrie’s  argument. 

Mr.  Olmsted  :  That  is  also  your  construction  ? 

Mr.  Price  :  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  any  such  thing 
can  be  done. 

Mr.  Olmsted:  You  mean  to  say  that  the  only  ques¬ 
tion  is,  have  you  obeyed  the  Bishop  or  not? 

Mr.  Price:  That  is  the  argument  which  I  oppose. 
Mr.  McMurtrie  appears  to  hold  that  there  is  no  trial  until 
after  the  clergyman  has  disregarded  the  admonition  of  bis 
Bishop,  and  then  he  is  to  be  tried  only  for  a  breach  of  his 
ordination  vow. 

Mr.  Olmsted  :  I  do  not  think  the  canon  means  that. 
You  may  go  into  the  whole  question  and  find  out  whether 
he  has  violated  this  canon  about  the  other  things. 

Mr.  Price:  I  suppose  that  must  necessarily  be  so;  and 
that  those  who  entertain  the  opinion  that  the  finding  of  this 
tribunal  against  the  minister  finally  disposes  of  the  ques¬ 
tions  of  ritual,  are  altogether  mistaken.  I  am  unable  to  see 
how  a  lawyer  can  doubt  it.  It  would  be  a  strange  proceed¬ 
ing  that  would  enable  a  prosecutor  to  charge  a  minister 
with  teaching  false  doctrine  through  the  medium  of  a  num¬ 
ber  of  specified  ceremonies  and  practices,  and  then  sneak 
out  by  merely  having  him  tried  for  a  breach  of  his  ordina¬ 
tion  vow  of  canonical  obedience  to  his  Bishop,  which  is  not 
one  of  the  offenses  originally  charged. 

O  e  O 

Mr.  Olmsted  :  Therefore  he  is  to  be  tried  before  a  tri¬ 
bunal  constituted  for  the  purpose  of  trying  him,  whether  he 
has  been  teaching  false  doctrines  by  these  symbols? 

Mr.  Price  :  That  is  my  view  of  it ;  if  he  is  liable  to  be 
tried  at  all  under  that  canon.  But  a  different  view  has 
been  submitted  here,  and  may  be  entertained  by  some.  It 
does  seem  to  me,  however,  that  the  idea  that  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  teaching  false  doctrine  may  be  visited  upon  a 
minister  without  first  trying  him  fullv,  and  according  to  the 
canon  of  this  diocese,  for  that  offense,  is  simply  absurd. 
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Mr.  Olmsted  :  1  do  not  say  that,  but  I  thought  it 
was  your  argument  that  the  canon  meant  that  the 
minister  should  be  simply  tried  on  the  allegation  that 
lie  had  broken  the  ordination  vow  in  not  abstaining:  from 
certain  things  which  the  Bishop  admonished  him  about, 
without  ascertaining  whether  the  Bishop  had  a  right  to 
give  the  admonition. 

The  President  :  Do  you  not  think  that  was  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  framer  of  the  canon  ? 

Mr.  Price:  To  be  frank  about  the  matter,  it  would 
seem  that  the  framer  of  the  canon  sought  to  bring:  about 
some  such  result  as  you  suggest,  and  I  regard  that  as  one 
of  the  iniquities  of  such  illegal  legislation  on  the  subject  of 
ritual.  Whether  he  will  be  able  to  accomplish  such  an 
object,  is  quite  another  question.  I  would  be  willing  to 
point  out  the  history  of  that  canon,  but  there  is  no  time  for 
it  now. 

There  is  but  one  other  point  to  which  I  will  ask  your 
attention.  If  the  addition  to  the  Canon  22  were  ever  so  valid 
and  perfect,  which  it  is  not,  the  proceeding  in  which  you 
are  engaged  has  not  been,  and  is  not  now,  such  an  one  as  is 
contemplated  by  the  canon.  Let  us  consider,  first,  what 
kind  of  a  prosecution  this  is.  It  began,  so  far  as  an  open 
demonstration  of  it  is  concerned,  in  the  year  1878,  when  a 
clerical  member  rose  in  the  convention  of  this  diocese  and 
opened  a  fierce  attack  upon  Dr.  Pusey,  of  Oxford,  and  his 
teachings,  from  the  speaker’s  point  of  view.  As  neither 
Dr.  Pusey  nor  his  teachings  was  legitimately  before  the  con¬ 
vention  at  that  time,  the  member  was  called  to  order,  and 
subsided.  But  that  was  the  bugle-blast  that  called  the 
hunters  to  their  saddles.  This  demonstration  was  soon 
followed  by  a  dexterously  drawn  series  of  preambles,  with 
a  resolution  for  a  committee  of  inquiry  into  the  usages  and 
mode  of  worship  at  St.  Clement’s ;  the  committee  to  ascer¬ 
tain  the  facts,  and  recommend  what  action  should  be  taken 
in  the  premises.  The  preambles  and  resolution  were  offered 
by  the  learned  president  of  the  standing  committee,  and 
were  voted  for  in  the  convention,  by  four  of  the  clerical  and 
three  of  the  lay  members  of  the  same  body,  as  appears  by 
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the  recorded  vote  on  the  journal.  A  committee  of  inquiry 
was  appointed,  and  they  made  their  report  to  the  convention 
of  1879.  There  were  three  resolutions  appended  to  it, 
which  gave  rise  to  much  discussion  and  excitement  at  the 
time,  as  we  may  all  remember.  The  report  contained  a 
bundle  of  accusations  against  the  clergy  of  St.  Clement’s, 
substantially  the  same  which  you  are  now  considering;  and 
the  first  of  the  resolutions,  which  was  concerning  those 
accusations,  was  particularly  obnoxious  because  it  contained, 
in  substance,  that  the  clergy  were  guilty  of  the  acts  and 
ceremonies  and  practices,  and  that  they  taught  false  doctrine, 
in  manner  and  form  as  they  were  accused  in  that  ex-parte 
inquiry  and  report.  It  was  said  in  the  resolution,  “  that  in  the 
opinion  of  this  convention,  the  practices  and  usages  referred 
to  in  this  report,  and  ascertained  to  be  followed  in  St. 
Clement’s  Church,  and  especially  those  in  connection  with 
the  Holy  Communion,  are  in  entire  contrariety  to  those  of 
the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  this  diocese  and  in  the 
United  States.”  There  were  many  members  of  the  conven- 
tion  who  were  not  convinced  either  that  all  the  practices 
and  usages  set  forth  in  the  report  had  been  duly  ascertained 
to  be  followed  at  St.  Clement’s,  or  that  they  were  in  entire 
contrariety  to  those  of  the  church  in  the  United  States. 
And  there  were  those  whose  manhood  revolted  at  the  idea 
of  condemning  those  ministers  upon  the  one-sided  work  of 
secret  investigation  by  a  committee.  Nevertheless,  the 
resolution  passed ;  and,  what  is  more  to  the  point  of  my 
remarks,  all  five  of  the  clerical  and  most  of  the  lay  members 
of  this  standing  committee  voted  for  the  resolution,  and 
thus  declared  their  opinion  that  the  clergy  of  St.  Clement’s 
are  guilty  of  all  that  was  thus  attributed  to  them.  Now, 
permit  me  to  remind  you,  and  that  is  all  that  is  intended, 
that  when  a  man  is  indicted  in  a  court  of  justice,  he  is 
entitled  to  challenge  and  to  exclude  from  the  jury  that  is  to 
take  part  in  his  trial,  any  and  all  who  have  formed  or 
expressed  an  opinion  in  advance,  that  is  adverse  to  his  asser¬ 
tion  of  innocence.  And  this  is  only  common  right.  My 
desire  is  to  speak  of  these  things  with  all  due  respect  towards 
this  tribunal ;  but  it  does  appear  to  me  that  they  should  be 
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revived  in  your  memory.  But  even  this  is  not  all,  for  the 
same  members  of  this  standing  committee  save  one,  after 
voting  to  condemn  the  clergy  of  St  Clement’s,  all  voted  in 
favor  of  the  third  resolution,  which  was  to  refer  the  whole 
matter  to  themselves  as  constituting  this  tribunal,  to  further 
try,  and  intend,  and  find  upon  the  same  accusations.  Is  it 
expected  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  prosecution  that  you 
are  merely  to  repeat  here  your  vote  of  condemnation  ? 
The  Bishop’s  letter  containing  the  charges  reads  as  though 
it  had  been  framed  on  the  report  of  the  committee  of  inquiry, 
which  was  referred  to  this  body.  .The  letter  alludes  to  such 
reference  as  inducing  to  this  further  proceeding,  and  you 
have  therefore  the  succession  of  links  which  chain  the  busi¬ 
ness  in  which  you  are  now  engaged,  to  its  origin  in  the  dio¬ 
cesan  convention  of  1878.  One  investigation  has  been  had 
and  you  are  conducting  the  second,  in  the  course  of  the 
prosecution  which  began  in  the  preambles  and  resolution  of 
the  president  of  this  body. 

We  are  all  interested,  I  trust,  in  maintaining  the  har¬ 
mony  of  the  organization  and  government  of  the  Pro¬ 
testant  Episcopal  Church.  No  matter  what  opinion  we  may 
have  of  ritual  services,  we  are  under  the  highest  obligation 
to  deal  justly  ,with  a  case  of  accusation  such  as  this, 
however  strongly  bias  or  even  prejudice  may  stand  in 
the  way  of  it.  Let  me  submit  a  practical  question  : 
Suppose  that  in  view  of  the  nature  and  character  of  this 
prosecution,  you  now  simply  repeat  your  former  vote  of 
condemnation  of  the  rector  of  St.  Clement’s,  what  moral 
effect  would  you  expect  it  to  produce,  either  in  the  church, 
or  in  the  world  ?  The  world  would  probably  condemn  you, 
and  ridicule  your  action,  and  cite  it  as  an  additional  example 
of  injustice  and  folly  in  the  administration  of  church  affairs. 
In  the  church,  a  body  of  restless  partisans  might  gloat  over 
it,  and  endeavor  to  comfort  you  with  the  doctrine  attributed 
to  the  Jesuits — the  end  justifies  the  means.  But  would  not 
the  thoughtful  and  fair-minded  be  disappointed,  and  the 
judicious  grieve  ?  Is  it  not  more  important  to  preserve  a 
decent  regard  for  the  fundamental  law  of  the  church,  and 
the  conservative  justice  which  has  been  her  pride  and  glory, 
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than  to  scatter  it  all  in  a  wild  pursuit  of  ritualists,  who 
may  prove  to  he  within  the  bounds  of  acknowledged 
doctrine  and  discipline  after  all  ?  But  suppose  this  tribunal 
will  go  on,  and  push  this  prosecution  to  admonition,  and 
further  trial  and  suspension,  or  deprivation,  or  even  deposi¬ 
tion,  and  thus  compel  the  minister  to  resort  to  the  civil 
tribunals  for  protection  against  the  injustice  which  a  dis¬ 
regard  of  the  fundamental  law  of  the  church,  and  this 
method  of  investigating  and  trying  the  accused  by  those 
who  have  pronounced  upon  his  case  beforehand,  what  then  ? 
Do  vou  imagine  that  such  a  scheme  will  succeed  while 
there  is  justice  in  the  land,  and  courts  in  which  to  adminis¬ 
ter  it?  I  think  not.  Do  not  forget  that  the  clergy  have 
personal  rights  which  even  power  cannot  disregard  with  im¬ 
punity.  It  is  the  province  of  civil  courts  to  keep  all  asso¬ 
ciations  in  subordination  to  the  civil  law,  and  to  compel 
them  to  observe  the  fundamental  law  of  their  own  organi- 
zation  in  their  dealings  with  members,  if  it  is  found’  that 
such  law  has  been  disregarded.  It  will  be  found  that  a 
minister,  who  is  liable  to  be  investigated  and  tried,  is  not  to 
be  disposed  of  by  a  mere  form  of  investigation  and  trial ; 
but  that  he  is  entitled,  as  of  right,  to  a  fair  and  legal  trial 
before  an  impartial  tribunal ;  and  nothing  short  of  that  will 
suffice.  It  is  to  be  hoped,  for  the  credit  of  the  church,  that 
a  proper  sense  of  ordinary  justice  will  yet  be  found  within 
the  organization,  and  that  it  will  never  become  a  necessity 
to  seek  it  elsewhere.  And  these  considerations  are  sub¬ 
mitted  quite  as  much  in  the  interest  of  the  church  in 
general  as  of  the  gentleman  whose  rights  it  is  my  duty  to 
mention. 

Now  let  me  say,  on  behalf  of  the  rector  of  St.  Clement's, 
that  he  is  not  conscious  of  being  a  law-breaker  in  the  church, 
and  that  he  has  no  desire  to  he  one.  His  explanatory  paper 
discloses  what  he  did  in  his  church  in  the  way  of  yielding 
obedience  even  to  the  Canon  22,  which  has  been  so  extensively 
repudiated  in  the  church  at  large.  But  notwithstanding  all 
this,  however,  he  is  not  inclined  to  yield  to  unlawful  and 
unwarranted  demands  upon  him.  Those  who  demand  that 
he  shall  abandon  all  such  ritual  as  the  use  of  lights,  vest- 
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ments  such  as  are  in  use  here  and  in  other  dioceses,  and 
sundry  other  matters  of  like  nature,  ought  to  know  that  they 
are  not  prohibited  by  any  law  of  the  church.  While  there  is  no 
law  prohibiting  them,  there  can  be  no  transgression  of  law  in 
their  use.  We  all  know  that  the  attempts  made  in  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Convention  to  make  law  on  the  subject  to  legislate  them 
out  of  existence,  have  failed.  The  strenuous  effort  made  in 
1871  came  to  nothing.  The  renewed  attack  in  1874,  and  all 
the  clamor  attending  it,  produced  nothing  but  the  addition  to 
Canon  22  ;  and  although  it  was  said  that  the  committee  on 
canons  had  nearly  two  hundred  propositions  before  them  on 
this  subject,  this  canon  was  all  that  the  Convention  would 
concede  against  ritualistic  services.  If  that  Convention  would 
not  declare  the  ceremonies  and  practices  not  connected  with 
the  Holy  Communion  unlawful,  how  shall  it  be  done  here? 

As  to  those  connected  with  the  administration  of  the  Holy 
Communion,  my  colleagues  have  already  spoken,  and  I  have 
submitted  all  that  I  care  to  say  at  present.  Thanking  you 
for  the  attention  given  to  this  discursive  argument, . I  will 
leave  the  case  with  you. 


Diocese  of  Pennsylvania, 
Episcopal  Rooms,  708  Walnut  Street, 
Philadelphia,  April  14,  1880. 

Reverend  and  Dear  Sir  : — 

The  standing  committee  having,  in  compliance  with 
the  resolution  of  the  last  Diocesan  Convention,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Canon  22,  Title  I,  of  the 
Digest,  investigated  the  matter  laid  before  that  body  in  a 
letter  of  the  Bishop  of  this  diocese,  dated  June  2,  1879, .has 
sent  me  the  following  document,  to  wit  : 

“  The  standing  committee  of  the  Diocese  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  acting  as  the  council  of  advice  of  the  Bishop,  find 
that  the  following  ceremonies  and  practices  not  ordained  or 
authorized  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  setting 
forth  or  symbolizing  erroneous  or  doubtful  doctrines,  have 
been  introduced  by  the  Rev.  Oliver  S.  Prescott,  in  St, 
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Clement’s  Church,  in  this  diocese,  during  the  celebration  of 
the  Holy  Communion,  namely: 

First. — Genuflections,  prostrations,  bowings  to  or  before 
the  Lord’s  table  by  the  clergy  and  choristers. 

Second. — The  use  of  candles  in  the  chancel  beyond  what 
are  needed  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light. 

Third. — The  wearing  of  various  kinds  of  vestments  and 
ornaments  by  the  clergy,  other  than  the  usual  and  recog¬ 
nized  vestments  which  have  been  worn  by  the  clergy  of 
this  diocese  from  the  beginning. 

Fourth. — The  elevation  of  the  bread  and  wine  during 
or  after  the  consecration,  so  as  to  expose  them  to  the  view 
of  the  people  as  objects  towards  which  adoration  is  to  be 
made. 

Fifth. — The  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion  at 
times  and  under  circumstances  when  the  members  of  the 
congregation  are  neither  invited  nor  expected  to  partake. 

Sixth. — Prayers,  sentences,  hymns  and  rites  in  the  cele¬ 
bration  of  the  Holy  Communion  which  are  not  authorized 
by  our  Book  of  Common  Prayer. 

Seventh. — Also  the  omission  of  what  is  prescribed,  as 
for  example,  the  exhortation  to  those  4  who  mind  to  come,’ 
etc.,  and  to  those  who  come  to  the  Holy  Communion. 

Certified  by  JOHN  CLAYTON, 

Secretary. 

To  the  Right  Rev. 

William  Bacon  Stevens , 

Bishop  of  the  Diocese  of  Penna. 

Philadelphia,  April  14,  1880.” 

By  reason  of  this  result  of  the  investigation,  it  is  made 
my  duty  by  the  second  paragraph  of  section  II,  Canon  22, 
Title  I,  of  the  Digest,  to  admonish  you  to  discontinue  such 
practices  and  ceremonies,  at  all  the  services,  and  in  all  the 
places  connected  with,  or  under  the  control  of  the  rector,  or 
rector  and  vestiy  of  St.  Clement’s  Church. 

Knowing  what  a  patient,  faithful  and  honest  examina¬ 
tion  has  been  given  to  this  case  by  the  committee,  and  what 
four  learned  counsel  you  have  had  to  represent  you  before 
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that  body  and  to  examine  the  witnesses,  may  I  not  hope, 
that  you  will  “  with  a  glad  mind  and  will”  comply  with  this 
my  godly  admonition,  and  with  all  due  loyalty  and  obedi¬ 
ence  discontinue  the  practices  and  ceremonies  here  specified  ? 

This,  as  you  well  know,  has  not  been  a  trial ,  either  of 
you  or  of  your  church.  It  has  been  simply  an  investigation 
by  a  competent  and  lawful  authority  as  to  whether  certain 
alleged  rites  and  ceremonies  have,  or  have  not  been,  intro¬ 
duced  into,  and  are  in  use  in  your  church. 

Nor  is  this  admonition  of  mine  'punitive.  It  is  the 
fatherly  and  canonical  direction  of  one  who  has  been  set 
over  you  by  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  whose  “  godly  judgment 
and  admonition”  you  have  solemnly  bound  yourself,  by  your 
ordination  vow,  “  reverently  to  obey.” 

In  the  hope  that  you  will  promptly  yield  this  promised 
obedience,  and  thus  fulfill  that  vow, 

I  remain,  very  truly  yours, 

WILLIAM  BACON  STEVENS, 

Bishop  of  the  Diocese  of  Pennsylvania . 

Rev.  0.  S.  Prescott , 

Rector  of  St.  Clement'’ s  Church. 


Evangelist  House,  St.  Clement’s,  1 
Philadelphia,  April  19,  1880.  j 

Right  Reverend  Sir  : — Absence  from  town  hindered 
the  receipt  of  your  communication  of  the  14th  instant  till  late 
last  Friday  night,  and  absence  since  Saturday  morning  has 
hindered  my  acknowledgment  of  it  until  now. 

I  beg  leave  to  say  that  the  members  of  the  standing 
committee  have  been  very  seriously  misled  and  have  misled 
you  in  regard  to  facts  in  this  case,  as  you  will  see  if  you  will 
compare  their  findings  with  my  statement,  etc.  I  have  not 
yet  had  an  opportunity  for  consultation  with  my  legal 
advisers,  but  I  have  reason  to  think  that  a  meeting  has  been 
arranged  for  to-morrow. 

As  very  grave  constitutional  questions,  as  well  as  questions 
of  priestly  and  parochial  rights,  are  involved  in  this  matter, 
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I  feel  sure  that  yon  will  expect  me  to  take  such  time  for 
counsel  and  consideration  as  may  be  necessary.  I  should 
think  that  a  month  or  six  weeks  could  hardly  be  deemed  by 
any  one  an  unreasonable  period.  At  any  rate,  you  may 
expect  my  decision  in  that  time. 

Yours  faithfully, 

0.  S.  PRESCOTT. 


Philadelphia,  April  20,  1880. 

To  the  Bight  Becerend  William  Bacon  Stevens ,  T).  I).,  Bishop 
of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church ,  in  the  Diocese  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Right  Reverend  Sir  : — Your  letter  of  the  14th  instant, 
sending  me  a  copy  of  a  document  delivered  to  3’ou  by  the 
standing  committee,  stating  the  result  of  their  investigation, 
and  containing  your  admonition  to  discontinue  practices  and 
ceremonies  referred  to  in  this  document,  was  received  by 
me  on  the  evening  of  the  16th  instant,  as  acknowledged  in 
nry  note  of  the  19th,  which  I  suppose  has  reached  you. 
Since  then  I  have  had  an  opportunity  of  conferring  with  my 
counsel,  and  desire  to  reply  more  full}7  to  your  communica¬ 
tion,  as  there  are  statements  in  it,  as  well  as  in  the  document 
furnished  by  the  committee,  to  which  I  cannot  yield  my 
assent,  and  which  I  will  not  allow  to  pass  without  recording 
my  respectful  protest  against  them. 

And  first,  in  the  finding  of  the  committee  as  given,  it  is 
asserted  ‘‘that  (the  following)  ceremonies  and  practices  not 
“  ordained  or  authorized  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer, 
“  and  setting  forth  or  symbolizing  erroneous  or  doubtful  doc- 
“  trines,  have  been  introduced  by  the  Rev.  Oliver  S.  Prescott, 
“  in  St.  Clement’s  Church,  in  this  diocese,  during  the  celebra- 
“  tion  of  the  Holy  Communion.”  I  emphatically  deny  this, 
and  I  assert  that  no  testimony  was  given  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  to  justify  this  statement.  I  have  not  introduced  any 
of  the  ceremonies  or  practices  to  which  reference  is  made, 
during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion  in  this 
church.  I  have  simply  conformed  to  what  I  found  there  in 
use  when  I  became  the  rector,  with  the  qualification  that  I 
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have  directed  the  omission  of  certain  acts  which  are  referred 
to  in  the  explanatory  statement  read  by  me  before  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  have  followed  existing  practices,  not  introduced 
new  ones.  By  referring  to  your  official  letter  of  January  22, 
1873,  addressed  to  the  Rev.  Theodore  M.  Riley,  Rector  of  St. 
Clement’s  Church,  in  relation  to  the  same  ceremonies  and 
practices  that  you  now  refer  to  as  introduced  by  me,  you 
will  find  that  you  had  knowledge  at  that  time  that  they  had 
been  theretofore  introduced,  and  that  they  were  in  use  at 
St.  Clement’s  long  before  I  became  the  rector.  And  if  the 
standing  committee  who  were  aiding  you  in  the  investiga¬ 
tion  of  this  matter,  were  not  also  well  aware  that  the  cere¬ 
monies  and  practices  complained  of  were  not  introduced  by 
me,  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  you  did  not  communicate  to 
them  the  knowledge  which  you  had  been  so  long  in  posses¬ 
sion  of,  and  thus  prevent  their  certifying  as  a  fact  that  which 
you  know  to  be  otherwise. 

Next,  the  document  you  furnish  me,  after  using  the 
introductory  words  of  Par.  1,  Section  II,  Canon  22,  Title 
1  (to  which  canon,  however,  it  does  not  refer),  instead  of 
characterizing  the  ceremonies  or  practices  in  the  language 
of  the  canon,  goes  on  to  specify  a  number  of  acts, — in  seven 
numbered  paragraphs, — nearly  all  of  which  are  neither 
stated  nor  referred  to  in  the  canon ;  nor  have  relation  to  the 
subject-matter  dealt  with  by  it;  nor  can,  as  to  most  of  them, 
be  connected  with  it ;  nor  were  intended  to  be  noticed  by 
it;  but,  on  the  contrary,  were  designedly  and  carefully 
excluded  from  it.  They  do  not  come  under  the  words  “  (c) 
all  other  like  acts;”  nor  are  they  stated  in  the  finding  to  be 
such  “  like  acts.”  Why  this  was  done  I  do  not  attempt  to 
offer  any  motive  for  on  the  part  of  the  committee.  But, 
of  course,  they  have  no  rightful  place  in  the  paper  delivered 
to  you  by  the  committee,  and  cannot  be,  or  be  supposed  to 
.  be,  covered  by  the  terms  of  your  admonition,  which  specially 
refers  to  the  canon  and  the  section  in  question. 

As  to  the  specifications  numbered  1  and  4,  although 
No.  1  does  not,  in  essential  particulars,  conform  to  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  canon,  no  such  practices  or  ceremonies  have 
been  introduced  or  are  maintained  by  me,  or  have  been 
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maintained,  or,  so  far  as  I  know,  exist  or  have  existed  in 
St.  Clement’s  Church  since  the  date  of  your  letter  of  June 
2,  1879,  to  the  standing  committee,  if  they  ever  existed  or 
were  maintained  anterior  to  that  date,  which  I  do  not  admit. 
It  would  seem,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them  in 
your  admonition  as  practices  to  be  discontinued,  since  they 
have  neither  continuance  nor  existence. 

As  to  the  practices  or  ceremonies  so  styled,  and  num¬ 
bered  2,  3,  5,  6,  7,  they  are  not  covered  by  the  canon  under 
which  you  have  sent  me  your  admonition.  They  cannot,  of 
course,  as  I  suppose,  be  intended  to  be  covered  by  your 
admonition. 

You  say  in  your  letter  that,  “  knowing  what  a  patient, 
“  faithful  and  honest  examination  has  been  given  to  this 
“  case  by  the  committee,  and  what  four  learned  counsel  you 
“  have  had  to  represent  you  before  that  body,  and  to 
“  examine  the  witnesses,  may  I  not  hope  that  you  will  with 
“  a  glad  mind  and  will  comply  with  this  my  godly  adrnoni- 
“  tion,  and  with  all  due  loyalty  and  obedience  discontinue 
“  the  practices  and  ceremonies  here  specified  ?”  You  tell  me 
further  that,  as  I  well  know,  this  (the  investigation)  has  not 
been  a  trial  of  me  or  my  church,  and  that  your  admonition  is 
not  punitive.  In  this  admonition  you  direct  me  to  “  dis- 
“  continue  such  practices  and  ceremonies  at  all  the  services 
“  and  in  all  the  places  connected  with  or  under  the  control 
“  of  the  rector,  or  rector  and  vestry  of  St.  Clement’s  Church.” 
I  desire  to  notice  each  of  these  passages  of  your  letter. 

If  by  the  use  of  the  participle  which  begins  the  first 
sentence  just  quoted  from  your  letter,  you  intend  to  refer  to 
my  knowledge,  I  respectfully  decline  agreeing  to  the  state¬ 
ment  of  fact  contained  in  it.  So  far  as  the  examination  is 
characterized  by  you  as  it  has  been,  I  differ  from  your  opin¬ 
ion  altogether.  Yor  do  I  well  see  how  this  investigation 
can  be  thus  characterized,  when  in  a  large,  by  much  the 
larger,  part  of  the  findings,  the  result  of  the  investigation 
is  in  the  very  face  of  the  terms  of  the  canon,  arid  its  well- 
known  scope  and  design. 

As  to  vour  admonition,  the  terms  of  which  I  have 
referred  to,  and  which  you  speak  of  as  you  have  done,  I  wish 
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to  say  something  in  regard  to  its  character  and  its  extent. 
When  you  tell  rne  there  has  been  no  trial  of  my  church,  and 
that  your  admonition  is  not  punitive,  I  respectfully,  but 
entirely,  differ  from  you  in  both  these  opinions.  Iam  assured 
of  the  exact  contrary  of  both.  An  investigation, in  which  the 
party  whose  conduct  is  to  he  examined  is  directed  by  the 
words  of  the  canon,  to  u  be  notified,  and  have  opportunity 
“  to  be  heard  in  his  defense  ;  ”  and  who,  if  the  cere¬ 
monies  and  practices  shall  appear  to  have  been  introduced 
(by  him),  is  to  be  admonished  as  “  the  minister  so  offend¬ 
ing,'5  to  discontinue  them,  is  not,  according  to  my  simple 
understanding  of  language,  anything  but  a  trial  (conducted 
with  more  or  less  adherence  to,  or  departure  from,  judicial 
fairness,  in  form  and  substance),  which  results  in  a  sentence 
that  is  necessarily  in  the  nature  of,  and  intended  to  be,  pun- 
isbment.  I  beg  here  to  remind  you  that  admonition  or 
monition  is  the  term  affixed  by  ecclesiastical  law  to  the  sen- 
tence  or  execution  by  which  the  judgments  of  ecclesiastical 
courts  are  first  directed  to  be  carried  into  effect. 

Moreover,  if  you  turn  to  Canon  2,  title  II  (page  92  of 
Digest  of  Canons),  you  will  find  that  our  particular  branch 
of  the  Church  entertains  precisely  the  same  view.  In  speak¬ 
ing  of  offenses  for  which  ministers  may  be  tried  and  pun¬ 
ished,  we  are  told  by  this  canon,  in  section  I,  that  “on 
“  being  found  guilty,  he  (the  minister)  shall  be  admonished, 
“  suspended,  or  degraded,  according  to  the  canons  of  the 
“  diocese  in  which  the  trial  takes  place,  until  otherwise  pro- 
“  vided  for  by  the  General  Convention.”  And  at  the  close 
of  section  II,  it  is  said — the  marginal  word  being  Punish¬ 
ments — “  he  shall  be  admonished,  suspended,  or  degraded, 
“  as  the  nature  of  the  case  may  require,  in  conformity  with 
“  their  respective  constitutions  and  canons.”  These  cita¬ 
tions  would  seem  to  disprove  your  notion  as  to  the  character 
of  the  present  proceeding  and  the  nature  of  your  admonition. 

But  whatever  your  opinion  of  the  admonition  may  be, 
you  have  not  given  it,  as  directed  by  Canon  22,  either  in  form 
or  substance. 

This  admonition  should  be  an  admonition  according  to 
the  subject-matter  and  terms  of  the  canon  under  which  it 
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is  directed  to  be  made.  It  is  not  an  admonition  in  regard 
to  anything  else.  Why,  therefore,  in  giving  it,  you  use  the 
language  of  the  office  of  the  Form  and  Manner  of  Ordering 
Priests,  I  do  not  know,  except  that  it  be  perhaps  because 
you  are  aware  that  the  finding  of  the  investigating  commit¬ 
tee  departs  altogether  from  the  words  and  intention  of  this 
canon.  The  reasoning  adopted  may  have  been, — as  the 
committee  has  disregarded  the  canon,  the  admonition  may 
do  likewise.  One  departure  from  right  is  necessarily  fol¬ 
lowed  by  another.  And  this  is  more  conspicuously  appar¬ 
ent,  when  we  consider  the  mandatory  language  of  the 
admonition.  The  words  used  go  greatly  beyond  any 
reading  which  the  most  zealous  supporters  of  the  canon 
can  claim  for  it.  It  is,  as  its  language  shows,  an  inhibition 
of  practices  symbolizing  erroneous  doctrines  during  the  cele¬ 
bration  of  the  Holy  Communion ,  not  elsewhere,  nor  at  other 
times.  Latitudinarian  as  the  findings  of  the  investigating 
committee  have  been,  they  did  not  apply  them  to  other  ser¬ 
vices  than  those  during  the  eucharistie  celebration.  Of 
course,  there  would  have  been  no  warrant  for  su  doing.  But 
you  admonish  me  “  to  discontinue  such  practices  (such  as 
“  they  are  found  by  the  committee)  at  all  the  services, 
“  and  in  all  the  places  connected  with  or  under  the  control  of 
“  the  rector,  or  rector  and  vestry  of  St,  Clement’s.”  Is 
this  an  inadvertence  in  the  adoption  of  words,  or  a  deliber¬ 
ately  conceived  intention  to  withdraw  from  the  terms  and 
purpose  of  the  canon  altogether?  I  prefer  to  believe  the 
former;  hut  he  it  as  it  may,  I  do  not  intend  to  let  this  mat¬ 
ter  pass  without  comment  and  objection. 

I  am  bv  this  action  of  the  investigating  committee  and 

t j  o  O- 

bv  your  admonition,  contrary  to  what  I  believe  to  he  the 
law  of  the  Church  of  which  I  am  an  officiating  presbyter, 
and,  of  course,  contrary  to  the  law  of  the  land,  placed  in  the 
position  of  one  who  has  introduced  and  maintained,  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  my  ordination  vow,  of  which  you  remind  me  in 
the  closing  sentences  of  your  admonitory  letter,  practices 
and  ceremonies  not  ordained  and  authorized  bv  the  Book  of 
Common  Prayer,  and  symbolizing  erroneous  doctrines. 
You  must,  therefore,  I  humbly  pray  you,  excuse  me  if,  in 
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plain  language,  I  deny  the  truth  of  the  charge  and  finding, 
and  the  correctness  of  the  accompanying  sentence  of 
admonition  ;  and  if  I  do  not  tacitly  acquiesce  in  a  con¬ 
clusion  which  I  believe  to  be  unjust  and  opprobrious  to 
myself,  as  well  as  to  my  vestry,  and  to  the  congregation 
under  my  pastoral  care. 

I  am,  Eight  Reverend  Sir, 

Yours  faithfully, 

0.  S.  PRESCOTT, 

Rector  of  St.  Clement’s. 


Philadelphia,  April  22,  1880. 

Reverend  and  Dear  Sir: — Your  communication  of  the 
20th  inst.,  in  reply  to  my  official  letter  of  the  14th  inst., 
was  received  yesterday. 

I  deeply  regret  that  you  should  so  far  forget  yourself 
as  to  bring  a  railing  accusation  against  those  set  in  authority 
over  you,  as  you  have  so  offensively  done  in  your  letter. 

It  is  not  my  purpose,  however,  either  to  indicate  my 
course  of  action  or  enter  into  any  controversy  with  you. 
I  have  simply  discharged  a  bounden  duty  in  admonishing 
you,  as  required  by  the  canon,  to  discontinue  certain  prac¬ 
tices  and  ceremonies  connected  with  the  celebration  of  the 
Holv  Communion,  in  St.  Clement’s  Parish. 

tv  ' 

This  admonition  you  decline  to  obey. 

I  shall  lay  your  reply  before  the  standing  committee, 
who  will  determine  what  future  action  shall  be  taken  in  the 
premises. 

I  remain,  yours  truly, 

WILLIAM  BACON  STEYENS. 


Rev.  0.  S.  Prescott. 
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Evangelist  House,  St.  Clement’s,  ) 
Philadelphia,  April  24,  1880.  / 

Right  Reverend  Sir: — Your  note  of  yesterday  is 
received. 

Allow  me  to  say  that  the  communication  of  the  20th 
inst.,  to  which  it  refers,  was  carefully  drawn  by  my  legal 
advisers,  was  not  signed  by  me  without  my  best  considera¬ 
tion,  and  I  should  be  very  sorry  to  think  it  open  to  the 
reproach  with  v  liich  you  meet  it. 

I  feel  satisfied  that  there  was  no  intention  of  bringing 
any  accusation  of  any  sort  against  any  one,  nor  of  involving 
any  one  in  controversy,  but  a  simple  desire  to  state  facts  in 
a  simple  way,  and  I  know  that  the  letter  was  not  meant  to 
he  final. 

Ho  decision  as  to  whether  the  admonition  shall  be 
obeyed  or  disregarded  has  yet  been  reached.  It  is  due  to 
the  interests  involved  that  there  should  be  no  hasty  or  ill- 
advised  action.  So  soon  as  we  know  what  we  shall  do,  you 
shall  be  officially  informed. 

In  the  mean  time,  I  neither  submit  nor  decline  to 
submit,  but  1  wish  to  put  on  record  my  conviction  that  the 
canon  under  which  proceedings  were  had  is  unconstitutional; 
that  if  it  were  not  so,  the  action  under  it  is  illegal,  the 
evidence  in  large  part  mistaken,  the  findings  not  in 
accordance  with  the  facts,  and  the  letter  of  admonition  not 
warranted  by  the  findings. 

I  am,  yours  faithfully, 

0.  S.  PRESCOTT. 
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The  following  correspondence  subsequently  passed 
between  the  rector  and  the  vestry  : 

Evangelist  House,  St.  Clument’s,  ^ 
Philadelphia,  May  5,  1880.  j 

To  the  Wardens  and  Vestry  of  St.  Clement's  Parish ,  Phila¬ 
delphia  : 

Gentlemen  : — I  have  the  duty  herewith  to  bring  before 
you  my  formal  resignation  of  the  rectorship  of  the  Parish  of 
St.  Clement. 

When  I  took  upon  myself  the  office  to  which  you  elected 
me,  I  did  it  with  the  intention  of  carrying  on  the  work  and 
worship  of  the  church  as  it  was  established  by  my  predeces¬ 
sors.  I  think  that  for  the  most  part  this  intention  has  been 
fulfilled.  The  parish  had  made  for  itself  a  name  for  definite 
church  teaching  and  for  careful,  and  to  some  extent  com¬ 
plete,  church  worship.  It  has  kept  this  name  until  now,  and 
so  far  as  doctrine  goes  that  name  is  unhurt,  but  in  regard 
to  its  worship  there  has  come  a  crisis  which  cannot  pass 
unnoticed. 

The  church  in  the  United  States,  and  in  an  especial  way 
the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in*  the  Diocese  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  leaves  to  ministers  and  congregations  large  liberty  as 
to  worship.  Exercising  this  liberty  you  have  become  accus¬ 
tomed  to  certain  forms  and  ceremonies  which  the  Protest¬ 
ant  Episcopal  Church  nowhere  condemns,  and  which  the 
Church  of  Christ  from  her  earliest  days  has  sanctioned. 
You  have  maintained  this  liberty  amid  much  opposition 
and  misrepresentation,  and  you  have  been  subjected  to 
much  wrong  and  officious  meddling. 

A  canon  about  which  there  have  been,  from  the  first, 
grave  constitutional  doubts,  has  been  used  to  throw  a  flimsy 
veil  of  something  that  looks  like  canonical  action  over  a  very 
gross  piece  of  partisan  interference. 

For  the  first  time  in  history,  so  far  as  I  know,  a  person 
has  been  “  cited  ”  to  appear,  and  he  has  appeared,  as  an 
offender,  “  to  be  heard  in  his  defense,”  before  ten  judges,  all 
but  one  of  whom  had  already  considered  his  case  and  voted 


him  guilty.  Only  the  one,  I  am  told,  would  have  been  per¬ 
mitted  to  sit  upon  the  trial  if  it  had  been  in  a  civil  court  of 
justice.  So  much  for  my  judges. 

As  to  the  charges.  You  have  been  familiar  with  them 
since  1872,  when  they  were  made  against  a  former  rector. 

As  to  the  witnesses.  They  were  Charles  R.  King,  M.  D., 
Lewis  H.  Redner,  Rev.  J.  E.  Johnson,  Rev.  Carlos  Butler, 
Mr.  Francis  Wells  and  Mr.  Harold  Goodwin.  You  are 
in  possession  of  their  testimony  in  full  and  you  can  judge 
of  its  trustworthiness. 

That  you  may  know  bow  gravely  unconstitutional, 
illegal,  unwarranted  and  despotic  most  of  the  proceedings 
have  been,  let  me  refer  you  to  the  arguments  of  my  counsel, 
to  my  “  statement,'’  etc.,  and  to  my  letters  to  the  Bishop. 

It  is  a  serious  question  to  consider  and  settle  as  to  how 
far  one  becomes  a  partaker  in  other  men’s  sins  by  acquiesc¬ 
ing  in  the  results  of  them.  I  have  given  to  this  question 
my  best  attention  and  I  have  decided  upon  my  course  of 
action.  Before  proceeding  further,  it  is  my  duty  to  hand 
back  unimpaired  to  you,  as  I  received  them  from  you,  the 
church  and  its  services.  I  cannot  use  my  office  as  your 
minister  or  your  priest  to  wrest  from  you  your  rights  as  a 
congregation  at  the  dictation  of  those  who  have  ignored 
my  rights  as  a  rector  in  asking  me  to  ignore  your  rights  as 
a  parish.  I  cannot  so  shirk  my  moral  responsibility,  and  I 
therefore  lay  before  you  my  resignation  of  my  rectorship, 
and  I  trust  that  you  will  find  some  priest  who  will  be  able 
to  reconcile  the  maintenance  of  his  own  and  your  rights 
and  the  rights  of  the  church  at  large  with  canonical  sub¬ 
ordination  to  the  ecclesiastical  authorities  of  the  Diocese  of 
Pennsylvania. 

With  much  consideration  for  all  your  steadfastness  in 
the  midst  of  trouble,  and  with  great  gratitude  for  all  the 
affection  which  you  and  those  whom  you  represent  have 
given  me,  I  am,  with  all  blessing,  yours  lovingly  in  our 
Lord, 

OLIVER  S.  PRESCOTT, 

Rector  of  St.  Clement’s . 
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Vestry  Room,  St.  Clement’s  Church,  ] 

May  7,  1880.  j 

Reverend  and  Dear  Sir  : — The  vestry  of  St.  Clement's 
Church  have  received  your  letter  of  the  5th  instant,  stating 
the  reasons  which  have  induced  you  to  tender  your  resigna¬ 
tion  as  its  rector.  They  have  given  the  subject  their  serious 
consideration,  and,  while  appreciating  and  respecting  the 
motives  that  have  prompted  your  action,  they  most  earnestly 
request  you  to  withdraw  it. 

That  a  candle,  a  devout  posture,  a  vestment  suited  to 
the  character  of  God’s  house  and  God’s  worship  should 
arouse  the  animosity  and  unloose  the  imprisoned  passions 
of  any  part  of  the  clergy  in  the  Diocese  of  Pennsylvania, 
is  a  most  sad  and  pitiful  spectacle.  The  proceedings  that 
have  been  instituted  against  you  as  the  representative  of  this 
parish,  have  their  rise  and  fountain  in  that  same  cruel,  per¬ 
secuting  spirit  w7hich  in  former  times  and  in  the  abused 
name  of  religion  slit  the  ears  of  Quakers  and  whipped  its 
victims  at  the  cart-tail. 

The  canon  that  is  sought  to  be  enforced  against  you, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  vestry  and  in  the  opinion  of  your 
counsel,  is  unconstitutional  in  its  origin,  and  has  been 
stretched  beyond  all  the  purposes  of  its  enactment,  both  by 
the  standing  committee  in  their  findings  and  by  the  Bishop 
in  his  admonition.  The  vestry  cannot  and  do  not  recognize 
the  legality  of  what  has  been  done  by  the  standing  commit¬ 
tee  nor  the  canonical  authority  of  the  Bishop  in  his  admoni¬ 
tion.  Nevertheless,  in  view  of  the  future  and  of  the  changing 
character  of  majorities,  the  vestry  are  prepared,  in  case  you 
withdraw  your  resignation,  to  advise  acquiescence  in  the 
demands  of  the  Bishop’s  admonitory  letter.  They  prefer  to 
give  up  some  of  the  accessories  of  worship  rather  than  lose 
their  rector. 

They  are  not  without  hope  that  this  action  on  their 
part  may,  in  a  measure,  disarm  their  enemies.  At  any  rate, 
it  will  enable  those  clergymen  whose  time  has  hitherto  been 
absorbed  by  attention  to  the  affairs  of  this  parish  to  with- 
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draw  from  religious  politics  and  to  devote  themselves  to 
their  proper  religious  duties.  It  is  impossible  that  during 
the  warfare  they  have  waged  against  us  there  should  not  be 
a  perceptible  decline  in  their  own  spiritual  life  and  in  the 
spiritual  life  of  their  churches.  It  may,  too,  by  relieving 
the  Dean  of  the  Divinity  School  of  consuming  cares  and 
anxieties  with  respect  to  candles  and  vestments,  enable  him 
to  raise  and  elevate  the  tone  of  theological  study  and 
religious  thought  in  that  institution,  and  thereby  dispel  the 
suspicion  that  it  is  a  nursery  for  the  so-called  Reformed 
Episcopal  Church. 

Besides,  it  will  give  the  Bishop  an  opportunity,  which 
no  doubt  during  the  last  live  years  he  has  often  prayed  might 
occur,  to  visit  our  church  and  administer  to  the  children  of 
the  parish  what  is  their  inalienable  and  Christian  right — the 
sacriment  of  confirmation. 

Upon  all  these  considerations  the  vestry  are  of  opinion, 
without  in  anv  manner  admitting  the  validity  of  the  canon 
which  has  been  invoked  against  you,  or  of  the  action  of  the 
standing  committee  or  of  the  Bishop’s  sentence  of  admoni¬ 
tion,  that  the  interests  of  the  parish  will  best  be  consulted 
bv  the  withdrawal  of  vour  resignation  and  by  putting  in 
abeyance  the  ceremonies  set  forth  in  the  findings  of  the 
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standing  committee.  By  order  of  the  vestry. 

R  L.  WRIGHT, 

Secretary  pro  tern. 

To  the  Bee.  0.  S.  Prescott. 

St.  Clement’s,  Philadelphia,  May  8,  1880. 

Right  Reverend  Sir  : — In  conformity  to  the  request  of 
mv  vestry,  I  beg  leave  to  inform  vou  that  I  shall  abstain  from 
the  practices  and  ceremonies  referred  to  in  the  finding  of 
the  standing  committee  and  in  vour  sentence  of  admonition, 
contained  in  your  several  letters  of  the  14th  and  22d  ult., 
aud  1st  inst.. 

I  am,  yours  faithfully, 

O.  S.  PRESCOTT, 

Bector  of  St.  Clement’s. 
To  the  Bight  Beverend  Wm.  Bacon  Stevens,  D.  D.,  Bishop  of 

the  P.  E.  Church,  in  the  Diocese  of  Pennsylvania. 


